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DRAFT  SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  ON 
CALTRAIN  SAN  FRANCISCO  DOWNTOWN  EXTENSION  PROJECT 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  / 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


Following  is  a  draft  summary  of  public  comments  received  during  circulation  of  the  March  1997 
CalTrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  hereafter  called  the  DEIS/DEIR.  This  draft  comment  summary  is 
provided  to  assist  the  Peninsula  Corridor  Joint  Powers  Board  (JPB)  in  its  selection  of  a  Locally 
Preferred  Alternative  (LP A)  and/or  determination  of  future  actions  regarding  the  CalTrain 
San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension,  hereafter  called  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

Included  are:  (a)  a  general  (bullet  point)  summary  of  public  comments  organized  by  subject  area, 
(b)  a  (bullet  point)  summary  organized  by  letter  and  public  hearing  speaker,  and  (c)  a  complete  copy 
of  written  and  public  hearing  comments  (under  separate  cover).  Written  responses  to  public 
comments  will  be  contained  in  any  final  environmental  document  prepared  for  the  project. 

A.       GENERAL  SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 

The  following  section  provides  a  general  summary  of  public  comments  organized  by  subject  area. 
A  more  detailed  summary  for  each  commentor  is  provided  in  Section  B.  The  exact  wording  for  each 
comment  can  be  found  in  the  full  copy  of  the  comments  (under  separate  cover). 

The  commentor' s  agency,  organization,  or  name  is  provided  following  the  comment.  Comment 
summaries  are  organized  under  the  following  subject  areas:  (1)  general  comments/next  steps. 
(2)  selection  of  the  LPA  (sub-options),  (3)  costs,  (4)  funding,  (5)  environmental  and  business 
impacts,  (6)  bus  transit  impacts,  (7)  mitigation  measures,  (8)  CalTrain  ridership,  (9)  parking. 
(10)  land  use/joint  development,  (11)  flooding,  (12)  utilities,  (13)  bicycle  access  to  stations. 
(14)  other  alternatives,  (15)  high-speed  rail,  (16)  relation  to  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension,  and 
(17)  adequacy  of  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

1.       General  Comments/Next  Steps 

□  The  JPB  should  select  a  Locally  Preferred  Alternative.  (Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  —  MTC,  City  ofMenlo  Park,  League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

□  A  Final  EIS/EIR  should  be  prepared.  (City/County  Association  of  Governments  of  San  Mateo 
County,  H.  Meyerson,  G.  Fieldson,  V.  Wolffe,  S.  Gregory,  Peninsula  Rail  2000,  N.  Shendar,  R 
Leiterman,  D.  Ligon,  City  ofMenlo  Park,  Regional  Alliance  for  Transit  —  RAFT,  CalTrain  Citizen  s 
Advisory  Committee  -  CalTrain  CAC,  Coalition  for  a  One-Stop  Terminal,  Sierra  Club. 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  D.  Pilpel,  J.  Carter,  League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  Count) 


F 

8.472 
83 


Summary  of  Public  Comments 
'ain  Downtown  Extension  DEIS/DEIR 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


Mm  28 


OCT  0  9  1997 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


3  Support  the  Cal Train  Downtown  Extension.  (H.  Meyerson,  G  Fieldson,  P.  Silva,  J.  Frank, 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  City  of  Burlingame,  N.  Shendar,  R.  Leiterman,  M.  Smith,  D.  Ligon,  Bay 
Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  --  BAAQMD,  CalTrain  CAC,  Peninsula  Rail  2000,  Sierra 
Club,  S.  Loane,  J.  Hirten,  C  Molony,  A.  Vogt,  M.  Ludwig,  D.  Massen,  D.  Vamum,  J.  Sachs,  M. 
Alexander,  T.  Radulovich,  D.  Garcia,  D.  Ransom,,  D.  Pilpel,  I.  Dawid,  S.  Mace,  J.  Carter,  Berger 
Nadel  &  Vanelli  representing  Artichoke  Joe 's,  League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

3  If  something  is  not  done  now  to  preserve  the  right-of-way,  the  train  will  never  come  to 
downtown  and  there  will  never  be  improved  transportation  to  the  City  from  the  South. 
Highways  cannot  be  widened,  and  it  will  be  a  long  time  before  BART  expands  south  of 
Millbrae.  (M.  Kiesling) 

3  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  is  the  most  important  project  that  we  have.  It  will  link  the 
two  major  downtowns  in  the  Bay  Area  with  other  activity  centers  and  undeveloped  land  and 
will  provide  a  terminus  for  high  speed  rail.  (T.  Radulovich,  D.  Pilpel) 

3  Have  a  once  in  a  lifetime  chance  to  create  in  San  Francisco  the  greatest  intermodal 
connection  in  the  world.  (Bo  Links  representing  Artichoke  Joe 's) 

3  The  right-of-way  for  the  Downtown  Extension  should  be  preserved/protected.  (R.  Mlynarik, 
League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

3  Staged  construction  should  occur  in  the  following  order:  (1)  electrification  from  San  Jose  to 
the  current  terminal,  (2)  replacement  of  diesel  with  electric  locomotives,  (3)  construction  of 
replacement  terminal  (funded  by  others),  (4)  construction  of  the  CalTrain  underground 
terminal,  (5)  construction  of  the  Downtown  Extension,  (6)  parking  lot  expansions, 
(7)  electrification  to  Gilroy,  (8)  purchase  of  more  cars  and  locomotives,  and  (9)  upgrades  for 
high  speed  rail.  (Sierra  Club) 

3  Supports  staged  construction  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension,  with  initial  construction 
of  a  station  shell.  (M.  Alexander) 

□  CalTrain  service  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  would  improve  transit  connections  for 
San  Bruno  residents.  (City  of  San  Bruno) 

3  As  a  standard  gauge  rail  system,  CalTrain  can  be  readily  connected  to  other  rail  systems, 
including  high  speed  rail.  (Berger  Nadel  &  Vanelli  representing  Artichoke  Joe 's) 

3  Supports  JPB's  objective  to  enhance  connectivity  between  CalTrain  and  other  regional 
transit  systems.  (Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and  Transportation  District  —  GGT) 

3  The  JPB  should  look  at  system  upgrades.  (MTC,  Santa  Clara  Valley  Transportation  Authority  - 
VTA,  City  ofMenlo  Park,  R.  Mlynarik) 

□  A  new  CalTrain  terminal  at  Mission  and  First  Streets  is  expensive  and  cost-ineffective.  The 
JPB  needs  to  consider  lower  cost  options.  The  JPB  should  consider  joining  the  CalTrain  and 
Muni  Metro  tracks,  electrifying  the  peninsula  line,  and  purchasing  new  Muni-Metro- 
compatible  light  rail  vehicles  that  could  travel  between  the  San  Francisco  peninsula  and 
downtown  San  Francisco.  (M.  Rothenberg,  M.  Murphy,  S.  Horn) 

3  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  is  wrong.  CalTrain  should  be  replaced  by  a  single 
modem  commuter  system.  BART  should  be  extended  to  link  all  cities  around  the  bay.  Plans 
exist  to  extend  San  Francisco's  Muni  Metro  from  the  Embarcadero  to  the  present  CalTrain 
terminal.  A  high-speed,  long  distance  rail  system  in  California  is  unrealistic.  (C.  Jacques) 
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□  There  is  no  significant  advantage  in  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension,  given  the  Muni 
Metro  Extension.  (E.  Scott) 

O  Based  on  the  CalTrain  Market  Demand  Study  and  the  DEIS/DEIR,  it  appears  that  increasing 
train  speeds  would  be  more  cost-effective  than  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension.  (League 
of  Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco) 

□  Building  more  quality  housing  with  attractive  amenities  near  where  people  work  is  possibly 
the  only  effective  solution  to  reducing  traffic  congestion.  (W.  Blachvell) 

a  The  Transbay  Terminal  site  is  a  snug  fit  for  six  tracks  and  three  platforms.  Four  tracks  will 
not  handle  future  CalTrain  operations.  Provisions  should  be  made  for  additional  tracks  for 
CalTrain  beyond  the  Year  2010.  (W.  Blackwell) 

D  $615  million  for  a  1.3-mile  extension  is  ridiculous.  The  manual  CalTrain  fare  collection 
system  limits  regional  system  integration  and  connectivity.  Funds  should  be  spend  on  that 
problem  first.  The  proposed  Extension  does  not  improve  connectivity,  and  misses  the  3rd 
Street  light  rail  and  light  rail  on  the  Embarcadero.  Travel  time  savings  are  only  7  to  1 0 
minutes.  The  JPB  should  look  at  other  cities.  (P.  Marcelin) 

□  The  current  CalTrain  system  should  be  improved.  (P.  Marcelin) 

2.        Selection  of  the  LPA  (sub-options) 


Townsend  Street  Options 

□  The  Townsend  South  Side  Option  should  be  selected.  (H.  Meyerson,  G.  Fieldson,  S.  Gregory, 
Peninsula  Rail  2000,  D.  Ligon,  RAFT,  CalTrain  CAC,  Sierra  Club,  T.  Harriman,  M.  Ludnig,  M. 
Kiesling,  Berger  Nadel  &  Vanelli  representing  Artichoke  Joe's) 

a  Support  the  Townsend  surface  (Center  or  South  Side)  options,  given  that  a  CalTrain  Mission 
Bay/Ballpark  station  would  be  included.  (BAAQMD,  City  of  Menlo  Park,  R  Stocking, 
M.  Alexander,  D.  Garcia) 

O        Prefers  Townsend  South  alignment,  but  bring  the  train  below  grade  (but  not  underground  — 
retained  cut)  to  allow  for  a  street  crossing  at  5th  and  6th.  Then  bring  the  Mission  Bay 
Ballpark  station  closer  to  4th  Street.  (T.  Radulovich,  D.  Pilpel) 

a  Question:  Is  an  underground  Mission  Bay/Ballpark  station  with  the  Townsend  Subway 
Option  feasible?  If  so,  the  Townsend  Subway  Option  would  be  preferable.  (D.  Sielaffj 

□  Mission  Bay  station  should  be  between  3rd  and  4th  underground.  (£>.  Ransom) 

□  Surface  alignments  on  or  south  of  Townsend  Street  and  grade  crossings  at  Berry  Street  will 
adversely  affect  developments  proposed  by  Catellus.  (Catellus) 

□  The  Townsend  Subway  Alignment  should  be  selected  (given  conflicts  with  Mission  Bay 
development  and  no  at-grade  crossings  ).  (J.  Munro,  B.  Graziano) 

a  The  Townsend  Subway  Option  is  unrealistic  given  its  additional  capital  costs  and  no  Mission 
Bay/Ballpark  station.  (W.  Blackwell)  MOO 
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Bus  Facility  Options 

3  The  new  bus  facility  should  be  placed  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  (Option  B)  on  top  of  the 
underground  CalTrain  station.  (H.  Meyerson,  P.  Wilcox-Baker,  G.  Fieldson,  S.  Gregory,  D. 
Sielqff,  Peninsula  Rail  2000,  D.  Ligon,  RAFT,  CalTrain  CAC,  Sierra  Club,  M.  Ludwig,  R.  Stocking, 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  M.  Kiesling,  D.  Vamum,  T.  Radulovich,  D.  Garcia,  D.  Pilpel,  Berger 
Nadel  &  Vanelli  representing  Artichoke  Joe 's) 

□  The  Planning  Department  and  other  City/County  agencies  have  developed  updated 
information  regarding  the  Main/Beale  Replacement  Option  A.  (City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department) 

3  Supports  the  bus  facility  at  Main/Beale.  Would  free  1st  and  Fremont  streets  for  the 
automobile  and  would  make  Main  and  Beale  into  transit-preferred  streets.  The  head  end  of 
the  two  facilities  would  be  connected.  (M.  Alexander) 

3  The  Main/Beale  bus  facility  site  is  unacceptable  from  a  transit  standpoint.  The  site  is  more 
distance  for  users  and  the  advantages  of  a  combined  bus  and  train  terminal  are  lost.  One  site 
for  both  facilities  allows  for  the  sale  and/or  use  of  the  Main/Beale  site.  (M.  Kiesling) 

3  State  Architects  Office  study  say  that  the  Transbay  Teiminal  is  not  in  threat  of  falling  down, 
but  needs  retrofitting  to  meet  earthquake  and  ADA  standards.  (K.  Scheidig,  general  counsel, 
AC  Transit) 

3  It  is  the  position  of  the  AC  Transit  Board  of  Directors  that  the  Transbay  Terminal  should  stay 
where  it  is,  and  AC  Transit  should  continue  to  use  that  location.  Whether  the  building  stays 
is  another  question,  but  the  site  has  been  determined  as  the  best  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 
(K.  Scheidig,  general  counsel,  AC  Transit) 

3  The  alternatives  discussed  in  the  EIS/EIR  for  a  bus  facility  are  not  consistent  with  the 
discussions  that  have  occurred  before  the  Planning  Commission  and  Redevelopment  Agency 
for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  so  the  document  cannot  be  used  to  justify  current 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  actions.  (K.  Scheidig,  general  counsel,  AC  Transit) 

3  Effects  on  the  ridership  of  other  regional  transit  agencies  (particularly  AC  Transit)  of  the 
various  terminal  alternatives  should  be  analyzed.  (San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

3  The  proposed  bus  facility  options  are  flawed.  No  adequate  funding  has  been  identified,  and 
the  options  entail  increased  operating  costs  for  AC  Transit  with  fewer  ramps,  surface 
transportation,  etc.  The  options  do  not  mesh  with  San  Francisco's  current  proposed  location. 
(J.  Chambers) 

3        The  current  Transbay  Terminal  should  be  earthquake  retrofitted.  (J.  Chambers) 

3        A  surface  bus  facility  is  unacceptable.  The  bus  facility  decision  should  take  into  account: 

operating  costs  for  transit  providers  and  the  effects  on  transit  (including  bus)  ridership  and 

travel  times.  (D.  Sielaff) 

□  The  new  bus  facility  (and  CalTrain)  should  be  at  the  Ferry  Building.  (J.  Munro) 

3        Opposes  ceasing  use  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  building  for  bus  transportation.  Funding  is 

not  available  for  bus  terminal  replacement.  (J.  Chambers) 
3        Supports  extension  of  CalTrain  to  a  central  location,  but  why  is  the  Transbay  Teiminal  being 

moved?  Building  a  new  terminal  is  more  costly  than  earthquake  retrofitting.  The  current 

terminal  allows  for  quick  access  to  the  Bay  Bridge  and  avoids  street  traffic  gridlock.  (Janice 

Jackson) 
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□  Concerned  that  the  needs  of  the  transbay  bus  riders  are  being  neglected.  Rides  transbay  bus 
to  work.  (Janice  Jackson) 

a        Elevated  bus  ramps  to  the  Bay  Bridge  can  be  added  at  a  later  date  if  needed.  (R  Stocking) 

Tunneling  Curve  Options 

a  The  long-radius  tunnel  should  be  selected  (given  the  higher  speed  and  minimum  rail/wheel 
and  wear)  (H.  Meyerson,  P.  Wilcox-Baker,  G.  Fieldson,  J.  Munro,  S.  Gregory,  D.  Sielqff, 
Peninsula  Rail  2000,  D.  Ligon,  RAFT,  CalTrain  CAC,  M.  Ludwig,  M.  Kiesling,  D.  Vamum, 
D.  Pilpel,  Berger  Nadel  &  Vanelli  representing  Artichoke  Joe's) 

a  JPB  should  work  closely  with  building  owners  above  the  long-radius  tunnels.  Staying  in  the 
middle  of  the  street  for  tunneling  does  not  preclude  problems  if  the  tunnel  fails.  (M.  Kiesling) 

□  Can  accept  the  short-radius  tunnel  given  that  it  minimizes  construction  risk.  If  this  risk  is 
overstated,  then  the  long-radius  tunnel  is  cheaper  and  should  provide  a  faster  ride  and  lower 
operating  costs.  (Sierra  Club) 

□  Supports  the  short  radius  tunnel,  given  that  it  is  likely  to  generate  less  opposition. 
(M.  Alexander) 

Storage  Facility  Options 

□  The  T^/Townsend  storage  facility  should  be  selected.  (U.S.  EPA,  H.  Meyerson,  P.  Wilcox- 
Baker,  G.  Fieldson,  J.  Munro,  S.  Gregory,  D.  Sielaff,  Peninsula  Rail  2000,  D.  Ligon,  RAFT, 
CalTrain  CAC,  Sierra  Club,  M.  LuaSvig,  M.  Kiesling,  D.  Vamum,  M.  Alexander,  V.  Wolffe,  D.  Pilpel, 
Berger  Nadel  &  Vanelli  representing  Artichoke  Joe 's) 

□  Due  to  its  proximity  to  the  bay,  the  ^^/Owens  facility  has  greater  potential  for  pollutant 
runoff  impacts.  (U.S.  EPA) 

□  Catellus  has  committed  the  ^^/Owens  storage  site  for  other  purposes.  (W.  Blackwell) 

Propulsion  Options 

□  Full  system  electrification  should  be  selected.  (U.S.  EPA,  City/County  Association  of 
Governments  of  San  Mateo  County,  H.  Meyerson,  P.  Wilcox-Baker,  G  Fieldson,  V.  Wolffe,  J. 
Munro,  S.  Gregory,  D.  Sielqff,  Green  Future  Environmental  Club,  J.  Frank,  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow,  M.  Rothenberg,  M.  Murphy,  D.  Ligon,  BAAQMD,  City  of  Menlo  Park,  City  of  San 
Bruno,  RAFT,  CalTrain  CAC,  Sierra  Club,  E.  Scott,  M.  Ludwig,  R  Stocking,  M.  Kiesling. 
D.  Massen,  T.  Radulovich,  D.  Pilpel,  Berger  Nadel  &  Vanelli  representing  Artichoke  Joe 's,  League 
of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

D  "No  Build"  Alternative  should  include  system  electrification.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San 
Mateo  County) 

□  Support  near-term,  full  system-wide  electrification  (25  KV  AC),  especially  if  the  CalTrain 
Downtown  Extension  is  phased  or  postponed.  (Peninsula  Rail  2000,  N.  Shendar,  R  Leiterman. 
R,  Mlynarik,  I.  Dawid) 

□  Supports  dual-mode  due  to  cost,  with  staged  implementation  of  full  electrification. 
(M.  Alexander) 

a  System  electrification  will  result  in  significant  time  savings  for  most  station-to-station  pairs. 
(D.  Massen) 

□  Electrification  should  be  a  separate  project.  (RAFT) 
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□  Fewer  electric  locomotives  are  needed  to  provide  the  same  level  of  service  as  diesel  or  dual 
mode  locomotives.  (V.  Wolffe) 

3  Operating  costs  for  electric  locomotives  are  overstated,  e.g.,  reduced  costs  for  power  are 
possible,  and  electric  locomotives  are  lighter  requiring  less  track  maintenance.  The  capital 
investment  in  electric  locomotives  can  be  recovered  from  operating  cost  reductions. 
(V.  Wolffe) 

3  Energy  consumption  calculations  for  electric  and  diesel  modes  are  in  error.  Electric 
propulsion  is  more  energy  efficient  than  diesel  propulsion.  (San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

3  Electrification  from  San  Jose  to  Gilroy  should  be  deferred  until  after  the  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension  is  operating  and  funds  become  available.  (Sierra  Club) 

Pedestrian  Tunnel  between  Terminal  and  BART/Muni  Embarcadero  Station 

□  Supports  underground  walkway  between  new  CalTrain  terminal  station  and  BART/Muni 
Embarcadero  Station.  (BAAQMD) 

3  Underground  pedestrian  walkway  between  CalTrain  and  the  BART/Muni  Metro 
Embarcadero  station  needs  to  be  better  described  (e.g.,  moving  sidewalk,  etc.)  in  the 
EIS/EIR.  This  walkway  is  needed  for  better  connectivity.  (J.  Haas) 

3  Questions  the  underground  walkway  to  BART/Muni  Metro  Embarcadero  station,  given  that 
Beale  is  an  inviting  pedestrian  walkway  and  San  Francisco  has  fairly  good  weather. 
(M.  Alexander) 

3  The  pedestrian  tunnel  between  the  CalTrain  terminal  and  the  BART/Muni  Metro 
Embarcadero  Station  can  be  added  at  a  later  date  if  needed.  (R  Stocking) 

3  Question:  Is  the  pedestrian  tunnel  between  the  proposed  CalTrain  terminal  station  and  the 
BART/Muni  Embarcadero  station  part  of  the  project?  (Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District) 

3  Question:  Why  is  the  pedestrian  walkway  to  the  BART/Muni  Metro  station  referred  to  as  an 
option?  (S.  Colby  representing  Santa  Clara  County  League  of  Women  Voters) 

3.  Costs 

□  Project  costs  have  been  inflated  by  using  incorrect  computation,  using  non-downtown 
extension  items,  and  adding  items  that  should  be  built  before  the  extension.  (RAFT) 

3        Station  and  track  improvements  should  not  be  included  in  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension 

costs.  (RAFT) 

3  Locomotives  will  have  to  be  replaced  regardless  of  whether  the  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension  is  built,  and  only  incremental  costs  should  be  included  for  the  Downtown 
Extension.  (S.  Gregory,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  Sierra  Club,  D.  McNamara,  Peninsula  Rail 

2000) 

3        According  to  JPB  staff,  diesel  locomotives  now  in  use  are  to  be  refurbished  and  are  not  due 

for  replacement  for  30  -  35  years.  (W.  Blackwell) 
3        Rolling  stock  should  be  excluded  when  detennining  contingency,  engineering,  and 

management  costs.  (RAFT) 
3        Costs  for  electrification  and  signaling  are  overstated.  (V.  Wolffe,  RAFT,  Peninsula  Rail  2000) 
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□  The  baseline  project  should  not  include  costs  of  peninsula  parking  lot  expansion.  These 
funds  should  be  used  for  electrification  and  bus  system  integration  with  CalTrain. 
(S.  Gregory) 

□  The  fair  market  value  of  state-owned  land  to  be  acquired  should  be  discussed.  (Caltrans) 

□  The  California  Transportation  Commission  says  that  before  anyone  can  take  the  Transbay 
Terminal  property,  it  must  be  declared  as  surplus,  it  must  be  paid  for,  and  it  must  be  stated 
that  the  property  is  going  to  be  used  for  a  public  purpose.  (K  Scheidig) 

□  The  party  responsible  for  land  acquisition,  relocation,  and  construction  costs  should  be 
identified.  (Caltrans) 

□  Operating  revenue  increases  from  increased  ridership  should  be  shown  for  increased 
CalTrain  service  levels  (86  trains/day)  and  assuming  BART  is  not  extended  to  Millbrae. 
(Sierra  Club) 

□  Operating  cost  savings  for  transit  systems  should  be  tabulated,  summarized,  and  shown  as 
added  benefits  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension.  (Sierra  Club) 

□  The  long-radius  tunnel  is  less  costly  and  an  easier  curve  for  trains  to  negotiate.  Why  is  it  not 
the  base  case?  (W.  Blackwell) 

□  The  capital  cost  contingency  percentages  are  inconsistent  between  the  BART  SFO/Millbrae 
document  and  the  CalTrain  DEIS/DEIR.  (D.  McNamara) 

4.  Funding 

□  The  revenue  sources  for  the  project  are  problematic,  and  there  will  be  competition  for  very 
limited  funds  in  San  Francisco  and  the  region.  (MTC,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  VTA,  Barnes  &  Clarke  representing  South  Beach  neighborhood) 

D  Hopeful  that  MTC  will  honor  its  Resolution  1 876  commitments  to  the  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

□  The  VTA  does  not  support,  at  this  time,  significant  commitment  of  federal  funds  for  the 
CalTrain  Downtown  Extension.  (VTA) 

□  Supports  the  use  of  all  proposed  funding  sources,  particularly  the  regional  gas  tax.  CalTrain 
should  schedule  construction  segments  as  soon  as  funding  sources  are  identified.  CalTrain 
should  actively  lobby  for  funds  that  may  not  be  available  to  BART.  (Sierra  Club) 

a        Supports  the  regional  gas  tax.  (D.  Vamum) 

□  Should  investigate  the  use  of  local  funds  for  near-term  electrification  and  system  upgrades, 
including  station  improvements.  (M.  Kiesling) 

□  JPB  should  explore  creative  financing.  (R  Mlynarik) 

a  Bond  money  for  high-speed  rail,  once  available,  could  be  used  for  funding  of  the  CalTrain 
Downtown  Extension.  (B.  Graziano,  D.  McNamara) 

□  The  document  should  explain  why  CalTrain  is  not  assumed  to  share  in  the  costs  for  bus 
terminal  replacement.  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department) 

□  San  Francisco  would  gain  economically  from  this  project,  yet  is  the  least  willing  to  fund. 
(I.  Dawid) 
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□  The  JPB  should  identify  fundable  components  of  the  project  that  would  potentially  use 
federal  funding  before  MTC  could  consider  additional  federal  grant  funding  to  complete  the 
Final  EIS;  or,  the  JPB  could  chose  to  finalize  the  state  EIR  using  local  funds  and  not  finalize 
the  federal  EIS.  (MTC) 

D  Project  should  be  built  using  funds  from  developers  based  on  the  difference  in  what  could 
be  built  before  and  after  the  project.  (Tom  Radulovich) 

□  The  gas  tax  proposal  is  unrealistic.  (P.  Marcelin) 

o        The  funding  process  forces  a  piecemeal  evaluation  of  transportation  planning.  (W.  Ussery) 
3        The  financial  analysis  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  is  confusing  and  incomplete.  (League  of  Women 
Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

5.        Environmental  and  Business  Impacts 

□  The  "No  Build"  Alternative  will  adversely  affect  air  quality,  which  should  be  noted  in  the 
Final  EIS/EIR.  (M.  Ludwig) 

□  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  will  reduce  C02  output  and  global  wanning.  (D.  Massen) 
3        The  proposed  project  has  already  resulted  in  depressed  property  values  and  prospective 

declining  rental  rates  in  the  South  Beach  neighborhood.  (Barnes  &  Clarke  representing  the 
South  Beach  neighborhood) 

3  The  project  will  produce  long-term  and  irreparable  economic  and  environmental  harm  to  the 
South  Beach  Neighborhood.  The  project  will  have  major  adverse  impacts  in  terms  of:  traffic 
delay  and  truck  traffic  during  construction,  construction  and  train  operation  noise  and 
vibration,  construction  dust,  restrictions  of  business  access  and  pedestrian  activity,  possible 
building  damage,  unknown  consequences  from  blasting,  difficulty  controlling  groundwater, 
depressed  property  values  and  rentability,  and  cumulative  impacts  with  the  ballpark  and 
other  projects.  (Barnes  &  Clarke  representing  the  South  Beach  neighborhood) 

3  Any  alternative  would  have  substantial  impact  on  South  Beach  Billiard  operations  and 
parking.  The  ability  to  compete  over  the  long-term  is  directly  affected  by  decisions  required 
in  the  near  term.  (Pacific  Billiard  Enterprises,  LLC  -  owners  of  South  Beach  Billiard  at 
270  Brannan) 

3  The  DEIR  deals  only  with  those  businesses  that  would  be  displaced.  Given  the  long 
construction  period  and  the  removal  of  nearly  900  parking  spaces,  what  impact  will  the 
project  have  on  local  businesses?  Based  on  other  projects,  how  many  and  what  types  of 
businesses  will  fail?  It  is  unlikely  that  the  mitigation  measures  can  adequately  respond  to 
all  project  area  businesses  and  some  will  likely  fail.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of 
San  Francisco) 

□  Pedestrian  activity  from  the  off-loading  of  7-car  trains  with  1,000  passengers  every  six 
minutes  during  the  morning  peak  will  have  an  impact  on  the  surrounding  sidewalks. 

(W.  Blachvell) 

□  Is  the  identified  "perceived  lack  of  security  at  the  existing  CalTrain  station  during  the  Winter 
months"  reality?  Statistics  should  be  provided  regarding  actual  criminal  activity  and 
comparisons  with  other  stations  in  the  region.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco) 
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□  Construction  of  various  projects  could  occur  at  the  same  time  —  BART  SFO/Miilbrae 
Extension,  3rd  Street  light  rail,  ballpark,  UCSF  campus,  and  CalTrain  Extension.  (J.  Sachs) 

□  Streets  and  freeway  ramps  in  the  7th  and  Townsend  area  are  changing,  bringing  traffic  to 
King  and  the  Embarcadero.  The  Mission  Bay  station  and  the  CalTrain  Extension  will 
interfere  with  this  traffic.  (D.  Ransom) 

□  Why  is  the  traffic  study  area  limited  to  the  proposed  alignment  of  the  extension?  Impacts 
of  construction  on  traffic  will  occur  outside  of  this  area.  The  traffic  study  area  should  be 
increased  to  include  Market,  6th,  Townsend  and  2nd.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of 
San  Francisco) 

□  Noise  and  vibration  projects  are  shown  for  40  to  50  mph  train  speeds.  Will  trains  travel  this 
fast  after  they  enter  San  Francisco?  What  would  be  the  impact  at  lower  speeds?  (League  of 
Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco) 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  provide  more  information  and  analysis  regarding:  hazardous 
materials,  energy,  safety  and  security,  noise  and  vibration,  air  quality,  parking  impacts  and 
need,  and  impacts  to  businesses.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

6.        Bus  Transit  Impacts 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  has  been  prepared  by  CalTrain  to  justify  the  location  of  CalTrain 
somewhere  in  downtown.  AC  Transit  is  concerned  about  the  short  shrift  given  to  any 
impacts  upon  the  bus  system,  and  the  legal  adequacy  of  the  EIS/EIR.  Because  it  is  an  EI  S, 
the  document  must  also  discuss  social  and  economic  impacts  on  AC  Transit  and  its  riders. 
(K.  Scheidig,  general  counsel,  AC  Transit) 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  evaluate  and  disclose  the  potentially  significant  impacts  on  AC 
Transit's  operations  and  services  during  construction  and  as  a  result  of  the  demolition  of  the 
Transbay  Terminal.  It  fails  to  identify  and/or  understates  potentially  significant  economic 
and  social  impacts  to  AC  Transit,  e.g.,  relocation,  congestion,  and  deadheading  costs,  costs 
for  new  facilities,  costs  for  informing  the  public  of  service  changes,  and  potential  loss  of 
ridership.  Inadequate  threshold  of  significance  result  in  the  DEIS/DEIR's  failure  to  identify 
significant  impacts  to  transit.  (AC  Transit) 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  has  shortcomings  in  describing  GGT's  current  operations  and  in  identifying 
potential  impacts  of  demolishing  and  replacing  or  relocating  the  existing  Transbay  Terminal. 
(Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and  Transportation  District  —  GGT) 

□  To  the  extent  the  DEIS/DEIR  describes  the  current  GGT  service  and  projected  impacts,  the 
information  is  cursory,  lacking  in  depth  and  care  of  analysis  prepared  for  other  transit 
providers  that  serve  the  Transbay  Terminal.  GGT  believes  that  the  potential  impacts  of  all 
transit  providers  serving  the  Terminal  should  be  thoroughly  discussed  and  requests  that  the 
DEIS/DEIR  clearly  identify,  for  each  bus  facility  design  option,  GGT  service  revisions  and 
GGT  impacts  using  meaningful  criteria  such  as  route  miles,  travel  time,  and  O&M 
expenditures.  Details  are  provided,  organized  by  bus  mitigation  option,  of  the  requested 
analysis  of  impacts  to  GGT  operations  and  costs.  (GGT) 
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7. 


Mitigation  Measures 


□  The  document  should  identify  the  entity  responsible  for  funding  and  implementing 
mitigation  measures.  (Barnes  &  Clarke  representing  the  South  Beach  neighborhood) 

□  Expansion  of  the  CalTrain  Station  parking  lot  along  Huntington  Avenue  would  result  in 
elimination  of  trees.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  indicate  whether  the  area  would  be 
landscaped  or  the  trees  replaced.  (City  of  San  Bruno) 

□  Project  construction  needs  to  be  carefully  supervised  and  monitored.  (R  Marxhheimer) 

8.        CalTrain  Ridership 

□  Ridership  gains  from  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  are  low,  especially  when  compared 
to  high  project  costs.  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department, 
M.  Rothenberg,  M.  Murphy,  W.  Blackwell) 

□  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  ridership  numbers  are  understated.  Other  studies  show 
a  larger  increase  in  ridership  with  an  extension.  The  ridership  model  is  flawed  and  the  JPB 
should  look  again  at  assumptions  going  into  the  model.  The  faulty  assumptions  should  be 
rectified.  Ridership  should  be  reevaluated  and  examined  over  a  wide  range  of  operating 
frequencies  and  mix  of  services  (e.g.,  114,  158,  and  192  trains  per  day).  (S.  Gregory, 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  RAFT,  M.  Kiesling,  D.  Pilpel,  Peninsula  Rail  2000,  RAFT,  Sierra  Club, 
K.  Standlee,  D.  McNamara,  J.  Carter) 

3  Full  electrification  and  system  upgrades  will  materially  change  the  image  and  usage  of 
CalTrain.  (RAFT) 

o  The  ridership  numbers  are  a  product  of  a  highly  restricted  set  of  preconceived  assumptions. 
Agencies  involved  have  used  these  results  to  diminish  the  project's  importance. 
Infrastructure  improvements  being  costed  provide  significantly  greater  potential  than  those 
suggested  in  the  operating  scenarios  used  in  the  modeling.  (V.  Wolffe) 

□  Statistics  regarding  commute  patterns  into  San  Francisco  (i.e.,  61  percent  of  SF  residents 
commute  by  transit;  55  percent  of  East  Bay  commuters  to  SF  travel  by  transit)  seem 
extremely  high.  What  are  MTC's  or  ABAG's  numbers?  Why  were  MTC  or  ABAG 
numbers  not  used?  What  are  the  statistics  regarding  reverse  commuting  from  San  Francisco? 
(League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco) 

a  Use  of  60  or  86  trains  per  day  is  confusing  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Adding  off-peak  trains  will 
have  no  impact  on  commute  improvement.  (W.  Blachvell) 

□  The  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension  may  die  of  its  own  weight,  and  ridership  numbers 
should  be  developed  assuming  no  BART  Extension  to  SFO  or  Millbrae.  (D.  Pilpel) 
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9. 


Parking 


□  Options  (e.g.,  shuttle  bus  service,  car-pool  spaces,  traffic  demand  strategies)  to  the  proposed 
CalTrain  peninsula  parking  lot  expansions  and  parking  at  a  new  bus  facility  should  be 
pursued.  (U.S.  EPA,  BAAQMD,  City  ofMenlo  Park,  S.  Gregory,  League  of  Women  Voters  of  San 
Mateo  County) 

a  Transit  agencies  should  not  be  in  the  business  of  funding  or  building  parking  for 
automobiles.  (I.  Dawid) 

□  Significantly  greater  parking  capacity  (e.g.,  garages)  should  be  investigated  at  key  peninsula 
stations.  (M.  Kiesling) 

a        Parking  should  be  provided  at  CalTrain  stations  in  San  Francisco.  (B.  Graziano) 

a        CalTrain  commuter  parking  could  be  increased  dramatically  with  completion  of  a  new 

Hayward  Park  Station.  The  Final  EIS/EIR  should  note  that  parking  demand  at  such  a  station 

could  be  as  high  as  300.  (City  of  San  Mateo) 
a        Land  acquisition,  construction,  and  total  cost  for  each  proposed  parking  lot  expansion  should 

be  provided.  It  seems  unfair  for  the  general  public  to  subsidize  the  40  percent  of  the 

CalTrain  riders  who  use  parking.  (Sierra  Club) 

10.  Land  Use/ Joint  Development 

□  Opportunities  for  income-producing  terminal  operations  (e.g.,  retail  services)  should 
continue  to  be  examined.  (U.S.  EPA,  BAAQMD,  J.  Hugunin) 

□  Suggest  income-producing  terminal  operations  and  joint  development  of  a  combined  train 
and  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site.  Has  worked  in  other  cities.  (San  Francisco 
Tomorrow,  R  Stocking  P.  Wilcox-Baker) 

O  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  design  and  construction  should  be  coordinated  with  any 
development  proposed  by  Catellus  on  the  blocks  bounded  by  3rd,  4th,  Townsend,  and  King. 
(San  Francisco  Tomorrow) 

□  Surface  trains  on  or  near  Townsend  is  not  compatible  with  Mission  Bay  residential 
development.  Suggests  Townsend  Subway  is  preferable.  (B.  Graziano) 

□  Future  land  use  and  possible  developments  (e.g.,  housing)  should  be  investigated  for  station 
areas.  (M.  Kiesling) 

□  The  Transbay  Terminal  property  could  be  worth  $28  to  $33.5  million.  Air  rights  above  the 
CalTrain  terminal  could  be  sold  to  a  private  developer.  (W.  Blackwell) 

11.  Flooding 

□  A  portion  of  the  surface  alignment  on  Townsend  Street  is  subject  to  flooding.  (City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  -  Public  Utilities  Commission  -  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau) 
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12.  Utilities 

□  Costs  for  utility  relocations  could  be  extensive.  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Public 
Utilities  Commission  -  Utilities  Engineering  Bureau) 

13.  Bicycle  Access  to  Stations 

□  The  new  CaJTrain  stations  should  provide  for  bicycle  access.  (T.  Harriman,  J.  Cascone) 

3  Bicycle  riders  could  represent  sizable  ridership  on  CalTrain,  removing  air  pollution  from 
cold  starts.  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  should  be  built  and  should  be  bicycle 

friendly.  (S.  Mace) 

14.  Other  Alternatives 

□  Proposes  additional  options  with:  (1)  transition  to  depressed  trainway  between  4th  and  5th 
streets,  a  Mission  Bay  station  depressed  between  3rd  and  4th  streets  (providing  a  station  within 
one  block  of  the  new  ballpark),  and  (2)  an  aerial  CalTrain  and  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay 
Terminal  site  (which  would  allow  for  a  comparison  of  costs  between  underground  and 

aerial).  (M.  Kiesling) 

3        Should  consider  routes  along  3rd  Street  or  The  Embarcadero.  (A.  Manturoff) 

3        CalTrain  should  extend  service  to  Jack  London  Square  in  Oakland  as  part  of  the  Bay  Bridge 

retrofit  project.  (Green  Future  Environmental  Club) 
3  The  JPB  should  have  considered  South  Beach's  original  requests  to  study  a  7th  Street 
alternative,  eliminate  cut-and-cover  alternatives  through  South  Beach,  eliminate  tunneling 
near  existing  or  planned  residences,  eliminate  unmitigable  vibrations  on  existing  or  planned 
residences,  reconsider  other  alternatives  which  may  have  been  eliminated  because  they  were 
unattractive  to  peninsula  commuters.  (Barnes  &  Clarke  representing  the  South  Beach 
neighborhood) 

3        The  JPB  should  consider  use  of  the  CalTrain  right-of-way  for  a  busway,  with  door-to-door, 

express,  and  regular  daily  bus  service,  which  can  run  on  city  streets.  (P.  Marcelin) 
3        Optimum  location  for  tenninals  in  San  Francisco  is  below  (under)  Market  Street,  (e.g.,  up 

7th  Street).  (W.  Ussery) 

15.  High  Speed  Rail 

□  Project  should  be  viewed  within  the  context  of  future  modes  (e.g.,  magnetic  levitation)  that 
can  and  should  come  into  downtown  San  Francisco.  (W.  Ussery) 

□  The  JPB  should  work  with  the  State  High  Speed  Rail  Commission  to  ensure  that  the 
downtown  terminal  can  accommodate  high-speed  rail.  (M  Kiesling,  League  of  Women  Voters 

of  San  Mateo  County) 

3        Can  the  current  design  accommodate  high-speed  rail  or  magnetic  trains  without  major 

reconstruction?  (A.  Manturoff) 
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□  A  high-speed,  long  distance  rail  system  in  California  is  unrealistic.  (C.  Jacques) 

a  The  DEIS/DEIR  and  the  CalTrain  newsletter  state  that  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension 
project  has  been  designed  to  accommodate  high  speed  rail.  The  Draft  EIR  does  not  include 
impacts  of  high  speed  rail.  If  the  Downtown  Extension  is  designed  for  high  speed  rail,  the 
added  costs,  the  associated  impacts,  the  system  constraints,  etc.,  should  be  included  in  the 
DEIR.  (W.  Blackwell) 

□  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  as  designed  and  budgeted  cannot  possibly  accommodate 
high  speed  trains,  and  the  public  perception  regarding  this  claim  should  be  corrected. 
(W.  Blackwell) 

a  The  "No  Build"  Alternative  should  also  include  high  speed  trains  at  4th  and  Townsend. 
(W.  Blackwell) 

□  Given  future  CalTrain  operations,  there  are  not  two  additional  tracks  for  high  speed  rail. 
(W.  Blackwell) 

16.      Relation  to  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension 

□  Supports  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension.  (C.  Jacques,  J.  Frank) 

□  The  CalTrain  and  BART  SFO/Millbrae  extension  schedules  should  be  coordinated. 
(J.  Frank) 

□  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  would  make  BART  SFO/Millbrae  extension  work  better, 
e.g.,  it  provides  for  easier  reverse  (southbound  in  morning)  commute,  and  it  provides  for  a 
transit  solution  (as  opposed  to  parking)  at  the  south  end  of  the  BART  extension  in  Millbrae. 
(T.  Radulovich) 

O  It  is  a  major  assumption  to  include  in  the  "No  Build"  Alternative  the  BART  SFO/  Millbrae 
Extension.  Funding  for  this  project  is  not  assured.  Would  like  to  know  the  implications  if 
the  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension  is  not  built,  or  is  built  with  a  terminus  at  San  Bruno. 
(Berger  Nadel  &  Vanelli  representing  Artichoke  Joe 's) 

□  The  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension  will  siphon  off  most  of  the  new  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension  ridership  increase  because  of  the  BART  Extension's  projected  earlier  completion. 
Ridership  for  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  should  be  calculated  assuming  that  BART 
stops  at  Colma  or  is  only  extended  to  San  Bruno.  (Sierra  Club) 

a  The  assumption  that  more  than  a  third  of  the  San  Francisco  commuters  will  transfer  to  BART 
at  Millbrae  appears  exaggerated,  since  time  and  cost  to  downtown  via  BART  will  be 
substantially  greater  than  by  CalTrain.  (W.  Blackwell) 

□  Concerned  that  CalTrain  ridership  is  understated  and  not  properly  compared  to  the  main  rival 
project,  the  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension.  Recommends  that  an  attempt  be  made  to 
prepare  a  meaningful  ridership  comparison  for  the  two  extensions.  (Berger  Nadel  &  Vanelli 
representing  Artichoke  Joe 's) 

a  The  JPB  needs  to  fight  for  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension,  or  CalTrain  will  fall  behind 
BART  as  it  is  extended,  causing  CalTrain  to  receive  even  fewer  resources.  (M.  Smith 

□  Comparison  of  BART  SFO/Millbrae  and  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  projects  has 
plagued  efforts  to  secure  funding  for  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  project.  (Peninsula 
Rail  2000) 
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17.      Adequacy  of  the  DEIS/DEIR 

□  Project  sponsors  are  to  be  commended  on  a  well  written  document  that  considered  many 
environmental  issues  in  very  good  detail.  (U.S.  EPA) 

a        DEIS/DEIR  is  an  excellent  report.  (D.  McNamara) 

a        Setting  information  is  inadequate  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  i.e.,  descriptions  of  land  uses  in  the  area 

and  AC  Transit  services.  (AC  Transit) 
n        The  DEIS/DEIR  contains  an  inadequate  project  description  and  fails  to  adequately  and 

completely  describe  proposed  uses  and  activities  of  the  new  facilities.  (AC  Transit) 
3        The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  adequately  address  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  nor  the 

impacts  associated  with  these  mitigation  measures.  (AC  Transit) 
a        It  appears  that  the  City/County  of  San  Francisco  is  relying  on  the  DEIS/DEIR  for  its 

adoption  of  an  alternative  site  for  AC  Transit  District  services.  (AC  Transit) 
3        The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  adequately  analyze  the  City's  preferred  alternative.  The  City's 

adoption  of  a  locally  preferred  alternative  is  premature  and  should  be  postponed.  (AC  Transit) 
3        The  appropriate  lead  agency  for  the  "whole  project"  has  not  been  identified.  A  new  lead 

agency  should  be  identified  to  encompass  the  "whole  project."  (AC  Transit) 
3        The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  address  the  whole  project  and  improperly  segments  the  project. 

(AC  Transit) 

3        The  DEIS/DEIR  obfuscates  and  fails  to  adequately  evaluate  project-related  and  cumulative 

impacts.  (AC  Transit) 

3        The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  analyze  growth  inducing  impacts  of  the  project.  (AC  Transit) 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  omits  feasible  mitigation  measures  for  reducing  or  eliminating  project- 
related  and  cumulative  impacts.  (AC  Transit) 

3        The  DEIS/DEIR  alternatives  analysis  is  seriously  flawed.  (AC  Transit) 

3        The  DEIS/DEIR  should  be  revised  and  recirculated.  (AC  Transit,  W.  Blackwell) 

3         There  is  no  precise  project  description.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco,  League  of 

Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 
3        The  project  must  have  a  precise  location  and  boundary,  but  the  CalTrain  Extension 

Alternative  is  several  alternatives  with  several  alignments  and  boundaries.     (League  of 

Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco) 
3        The  project,  traffic,  and  parking  study  areas  are  not  the  same,  making  it  difficult  to  evaluate 

cumulative  impacts.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  state  whether  other  projects  will  be  under  construction  during 
construction  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo 
County) 

□  What  is  the  environmentally  superior  alternative?  Under  CEQA,  an  alternative  other  than 
the  No  Project  alternative  must  be  designated  as  environmentally  superior.  (League  of  Women 
Voters  of  San  Francisco) 

3  A  DEIR  cannot  be  considered  valid  when  the  public  will  never  have  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  locally  preferred  project.  The  preferred  project  should  be  introduced  in  the 
Draft  EIR,  not  the  Final.    (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco) 
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□  The  description  of  the  process  for  selection  of  the  preferred  alternative  with  sub-options 
should  appear  earlier  in  the  document.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco) 

B.       SUMMARY  BY  COMMENTOR 

The  following  section  provides  bullet  point  comment  summaries  organized  by  commentor. 
Commentors  are  organized  by  federal,  state,  and  regional  agencies,  transit  agencies/  providers,  local 
agencies/cities,  public  organizations,  businesses,  individuals  (written  comments),  and  individuals 
(public  hearing  testimony).  The  exact  wording  for  each  comment  can  be  found  in  the  copy  of  the 
comments  (under  separate  cover). 

Federal  Agencies 

1.  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

□  The  project  is  not  within  U.S.  COE  jurisdiction. 

2.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

□  Opportunities  for  income-producing  terminal  operations  should  continue  to  be  examined. 

□  Would  rate  DEIS  as  Lack  of  Objections  if  the  project  excluded  parking  expansion  at 
peninsula  stations  and  excluded  new  parking  at  the  terminal  station.  Intermodal  transit  trips 
should  be  promoted  rather  than  parking. 

□  Supports  full  system  electrification 

□  Supports  TVTownsend  storage  facility.  Due  to  its  proximity  to  the  bay,  ^/Owens  facility 
has  greater  potential  for  pollutant  runoff  impacts. 

□  Commends  project  sponsors  on  well  written  document  that  considered  many  environmental 
issues  in  very  good  detail. 

State  Agencies 

3.  California  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans) 

□  Question:  does  the  expected  ridership  increase  from  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension 
include  the  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension? 

□  The  document  should  account  for  costs  of  all  land  acquisition,  relocation,  construction,  and 
demolition  and  should  identify  the  entity(ies)  financially  responsible. 

□  The  costs  for  basement  parking  for  bus  facility  Mitigation  Option  A  (Main/Beale)  are  not 
included,  and  such  parking  would  be  contrary  to  San  Francisco's  transit-first  policy. 

□  The  fair  market  value  of  state  property  to  be  acquired  should  be  discussed. 

□  The  discussion  of  CalTrain  Connection  with  possible  Airport  Light  Rail  System  should  note 
the  presence  of  endangered  species  west  of  Route  101. 
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□  As  part  of  its  seismic  retrofit  project,  Caltrans  has  prepared  a  partial  recordation  of  historic 
facilities  (the  transbay  tenriinal  and  ramps)  proposed  for  demolition  for  the  CalTrain 
Downtown  Extension.  The  JPB  should  complete  this  recordation  as  mitigation  for  the 
CalTrain  Downtown  Extension.  The  JPB,  not  Caltrans,  should  develop  display  of 
photographs  for  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey  and  Historic  American  Engineering 
Record  documentation.  It  is  unlikely  that  significant  architectural  elements  for  re-use  or 
curation  are  present  in  the  Transbay  Terminal. 

4.  Governor's  Office  of  Planning  and  Research 

□  The  review  period  for  the  DEIS/DEIR  is  closed  and  no  state  agencies  have  provided 
comments. 

Regional  Agencies 

5.  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 

□  Supports  provision  of  direct  CalTrain  service  to  downtown  San  Francisco. 

□  Supports  full  system  electrification,  given  air  pollution  benefits. 

□  Supports  Townsend  Center  or  South  Side  options,  given  that  a  CalTrain  Mission 
Bay/Ballpark  station  would  be  included. 

□  Supports  underground  walkway  between  new  CalTrain  terminal  station  and  BART/Muni 

Embarcadero  Station. 

□  Supports  direct  grade-separated  and/or  protected  connection  between  CalTrain  teirninal 
station  and  new  bus  facility. 

□  Supports  provision  of  retail  services  for  new  bus  facility  (under  Options  A  &  B). 

□  Does  not  support  underground  parking  for  new  bus  facility  nor  expansion  of  CalTrain 
peninsula  station  parking.  Parking  expansion  funds  should  be  used  to  encourage  ride- 
sharing,  transit  use,  walking,  or  biking. 

6.  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

□  There  is  a  benefit  in  the  JPB  selecting  an  LPA. 

□  MTC  agrees  with  the  financial  analysis  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  but  notes  that  the  revenue  sources 
are  problematic. 

□  The  JPB  should  identify  fundable  components  of  the  project  that  would  potentially  use 
federal  funding  before  MTC  could  consider  additional  federal  grant  funding  to  complete  the 
Final  EIS;  or,  the  JPB  could  chose  to  finalize  the  state  EIR  using  local  funds  and  not  finalize 
the  federal  EIS. 

□  The  JPB  should  look  at  system  upgrades. 

7.  City/County  Association  of  Governments  of  San  Mateo  County 

□  An  LPA  should  be  selected  and  a  Final  EIR  completed. 

□  Full  system  electrification  should  occur. 
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Transit  Agencies/Providers 


8.  AC  Transit 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  evaluate  and  disclose  the  potentially  significant  impacts  on  AC 
Transit's  operations  and  services  during  construction  and  as  a  result  of  the  demolition  of  the 
Transbay  Terminal. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  adequately  address  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  nor  the 
impacts  associated  with  these  mitigation  measures. 

□  It  appears  that  the  City/County  of  San  Francisco  is  relying  on  the  DEIS/DEIR  for  its 
adoption  of  an  alternative  site  for  AC  Transit  District  services. 

o  The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  adequately  analyze  the  City's  preferred  alternative.  The  City's 
adoption  of  a  locally  preferred  alternative  is  premature  and  should  be  postponed. 

□  The  appropriate  lead  agency  for  the  "whole  project"  has  not  been  identified.  A  new  lead 
agency  should  be  identified  to  encompass  the  "whole  project." 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  contains  an  inadequate  project  description  and  fails  to  adequately  and 
completely  describe  proposed  uses  and  activities  of  the  new  facilities. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  address  the  whole  project  and  improperly  segments  the  project. 

□  Setting  information  is  inadequate  in  the  DEIS/DEIR,  i.e.,  descriptions  of  land  uses  in  the  area 
and  AC  Transit  services. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  obfuscates  and  fails  to  adequately  evaluate  project-related  and  cumulative 
impacts. 

□  Inadequate  threshold  of  significance  result  in  the  DEIS/DEER' s  failure  to  identify  significant 
impacts  to  transit. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  identify  and/or  understates  potentially  significant  economic  and 
social  impacts  to  AC  Transit,  e.g.,  relocation,  congestion,  and  deadheading  costs,  costs  for 
new  facilities,  costs  for  informing  the  public  of  service  changes,  and  potential  loss  of 
ridership. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  fails  to  analyze  growth  inducing  impacts  of  the  project. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  omits  feasible  mitigation  measures  for  reducing  or  eliminating  project- 
related  and  cumulative  impacts. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  alternatives  analysis  is  seriously  flawed. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  should  be  revised  and  recirculated. 

9.  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART) 

□  Question:  Is  the  pedestrian  tunnel  between  the  proposed  CalTrain  terminal  station  and  the 
BART/Muni  Embarcadero  station  part  of  the  project?  If  the  pedestrian  runnel  is  included, 
impacts  to  the  BART/Muni  station  should  be  discussed  in  the  document  and  coordination 
will  be  necessary  between  the  JPB,  BART,  and  Muni  regarding  construction. 

□  Other  technical  comments/corrections  are  provided  regarding  the  proposed  BART 
SFO/Millbrae  Extension,  anticipated  BART  operations  to  SFO  and  Millbrae,  transportation 
modeling,  travel  times,  ridership,  transfers,  and  pedestrian  impacts. 
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10.  Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and  Transportation  District  (GGT) 

□  Supports  JPB's  objective  to  enhance  connectivity  between  CalTrain  and  other  regional 

transit  systems. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  has  shortcomings  in  describing  GGT's  current  operations  and  in  identifying 
potential  impacts  of  demolishing  and  replacing  or  relocating  the  existing  Transbay  Terminal. 

□  To  the  extent  the  DEIS/DEIR  describes  the  current  GGT  service  and  projected  impacts,  the 
information  is  cursory,  lacking  in  depth  and  care  of  analysis  prepared  for  other  transit 
providers  that  serve  the  Transbay  Terminal.  GGT  believes  that  the  potential  impacts  of  all 
transit  providers  serving  the  Terminal  should  be  thoroughly  discussed  and  requests  that  the 
DEIS/DEIR  clearly  identify,  for  each  bus  facility  design  option,  GGT  service  revisions  and 
GGT  impacts  using  meaningful  criteria  such  as  route  miles,  travel  time,  and  O&M 
expenditures.  Details  are  provided,  organized  by  bus  mitigation  option,  of  the  requested 
analysis  of  impacts  to  GGT  operations  and  costs. 

□  Provides  clarification  regarding  GGT  service  and  recent  service  changes. 

11.  Santa  Clara  Valley  Transportation  Authority  (VTA) 

□  CalTrain  service  should  be  upgraded  (e.g.,  increased  service  frequencies,  upgraded  stations, 
park-and-ride  expansion,  new  maintenance  facility,  track  and  signal  improvement,  shortened 
travel  times,  and  better  bus  connections)  which  would  provide  cost-effective  and  significant 
increases  in  CalTrain  ridership. 

□  Funds  for  transit  improvements  are  limited  and  competitive.  Other  projects  within  the 
region,  including  CalTrain  system  upgrades,  would  more  effectively  use  the  funds  available. 
Regional  projects  now  in  development  should  be  fully  funded  in  advance  of  the  CalTrain 
Downtown  Extension. 

□  VTA  does  not  support,  at  this  time,  significant  commitment  of  federal  funds  for  the  CalTrain 

Downtown  Extension. 

□  VTA  would  prioritize  regional  gas  tax  funds,  if  approved,  for  Santa  Clara  County. 
Commitment  of  these  funds  to  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  is  premature.  The 
Regional  gas  tax  concept  should  be  further  developed,  including  the  possible  preparation  of 
a  comprehensive  expenditure  plan. 

□  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  should  be  funded  from  regional  sources  and  not  from 
funds  allocated  to  the  three  (JPB)  counties. 

□  The  Santa  Clara  County  Measure  A  advisory  calls  for  CalTrain  system  upgrades,  regardless 
of  whether  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  is  implemented. 

□  Muni  Metro  Extension  to  Fourth  and  King  should  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  its  improved 
connection  to  the  San  Francisco  Business  District. 

Local  Agencies/Cities 

12.  City  of  Burlingame  (Planning  Department  and  City  Council) 

□  Supports  the  concept  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  Has  no  comment  on  DEIS/DEIR. 
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13.  City  of  Menlo  Park 

□  Supports  selection  of  an  LPA  and  the  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

O  Supports  full  system  electrification  and  system-wide  upgrades  to  signaling  and  grade 
crossing  operations. 

□  Supports  Townsend  alignment  that  includes  CalTrain  Mission  Bay/Ballpark  station. 

□  Suggests  that  options  other  than  CalTrain  Peninsula  parking  lot  expansion  be  pursued,  e.g., 
shuttle  bus  service,  car-pool  spaces,  and  other  traffic  demand  strategies. 

□  Meno  Park  also  provided  some  traffic  delay  information. 

14.  City  of  San  Bruno  (Planning  and  Building  Department) 

□  Full  electrification  would  reduce  noise  and  air  pollution  in  San  Bruno,  while  dual  mode 
propulsion  would  not. 

□  Improved  intermodal  transfers  could  increase  CalTrain  ridership,  e.g.,  direct  SamTrans  bus 
service  to  the  CalTrain  San  Bruno  Station. 

□  CalTrain  service  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  would  improve  transit  connections  for 
San  Bruno  residents. 

□  San  Bruno  is  opposed  to  a  CalTrain/BART  connection  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport  west  of 
Route  101. 

□  Expansion  of  the  CalTrain  Station  parking  lot  along  Huntington  Avenue  would  result  in 
elimination  of  trees.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  indicate  whether  the  area  would  be 
landscaped  or  the  trees  replaced. 

15.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

□  The  Planning  Department  and  other  City/County  agencies  have  developed  updated 
information  regarding  the  Main/Beale  Transbay  Terminal  Replacement  Option  A  (otherwise 
know  as  "Main/Beale  South"  Option).  The  proposed  facility  would  no  longer  cross  Howard 
Street  and  would  include  a  one-level,  rather  than  two-level,  bus  ramp  from  1-80. 

□  The  document  does  not  acknowledge  competition  for  very  limited  funds  in  San  Francisco 
and  the  region.  The  gas  tax  proposal  in  the  document  is  speculative  and  would  generate 
competition  for  funds. 

□  The  projected  increase  in  ridership  is  comparatively  low. 

□  The  document  should  explain  why  CalTrain  is  not  assumed  to  share  in  the  costs  for  bus 
terminal  replacement. 

□  The  project  would  have  long-term  effects  (e.g.,  on  land  use  development  opportunities  and 
disposition  of  sites  proposed  for  acquisition)  if  construction  is  delayed  until  2006. 

□  Coordination  should  occur  with  Catellus  regarding  plans  for  Mission  Bay. 

□  AC  Transit  operates  1 05  buses  per  hour  rather  than  75. 

□  Vehicular  queuing  analysis  should  be  provided  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  incident  conditions. 

□  The  City  of  San  Francisco  has  no  quantified  thresholds  for  noise  impacts,  but  the  City  likely 
would  not  find  an  incremental  increase  in  noise  (e.g.,  1  to  3  dBA)  to  be  significant. 

□  The  review  of  Townsend  Street  options  should  include  an  analysis  of  perpendicular  parking 
(e.g.,  on  baseball  game  days)  and  of  bike  lanes. 
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16.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Utilities  Engineering 
Bureau. 

□  Although  no  FEMA  maps  have  been  prepared  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  Townsend 
Street,  between  3rd  and  7th,  is  subject  to  flooding.  Trains  for  the  Townsend  Center  and 
Townsend  South  options  should  be  prepared  to  operate  in  one-foot  deep  water  flowing  across 
the  tracks. 

□  Siphons  are  not  practical  for  combined  sewer  systems,  and  a  pump  station  would  have  to  be 
too  big  to  be  practical. 

□  The  66-inch  force  main  is  for  sewage,  not  sludge,  and  it  transports  fully  1/2  of  the  sewage 
generated  in  San  Francisco  for  treatment.  There  is  no  alternative  route.  Service  on  this  line 
cannot  be  interrupted  for  more  than  a  few  hours,  so  the  costs  for  relocation  would  be 

significant. 

□  The  78-inch  sewer  would  have  to  be  rerouted  west  to  Fifth  Street  and  south  to  Berry  under 
the  CalTrain  tracks  in  use.  Costs  would  be  between  one  and  ten  million  dollars. 

□  Lowering  the  Division  Street  box  sewers  would  involve  work  between  7th  and  Berry  Streets 
under  CalTrain  tracks  in  use.  Costs  would  be  between  one  and  ten  million  dollars. 

□  Other  wording  corrections  are  offered. 

17.  City  of  San  Mateo 

□  CalTrain  commuter  parking  could  be  increased  dramatically  with  completion  of  a  new 
Hayward  Park  Station.  The  Final  EIS/EIR  should  note  that  parking  demand  at  such  a  station 
could  be  as  high  as  300. 

Public  Organizations 

18.  Barnes  &  Clarke  representing  South  Beach  neighborhood 

□  The  proposed  project  has  already  resulted  in  depressed  property  values  and  prospective 
declining  rental  rates  in  the  South  Beach  neighborhood. 

□  The  JPB  should  have  considered  South  Beach's  original  requests  to:  Study  a  7th  Street 
alternative,  eliminate  cut-and-cover  alternatives  through  South  Beach,  eliminate  tunneling 
near  existing  or  planned  residences,  eliminate  unmitigable  vibrations  on  existing  or  planned 
residences,  reconsider  other  alternatives  which  may  have  been  eliminated  because  they  were 
unattractive  to  peninsula  commuters. 

□  The  project  will  produce  long-term  and  irreparable  economic  and  environmental  harm  to 
South  Beach  Neighborhood.  The  project  will  have  major  adverse  impacts  in  terms  of:  traffic 
delay  and  truck  traffic  during  construction,  construction  and  train  operation  noise  and 
vibration,  construction  dust,  restrictions  of  business  access  and  pedestrian  activity,  possible 
building  damage,  unknown  consequences  from  blasting,  difficulty  controlling  groundwater, 
depressed  property  values  and  rentability,  cumulative  impacts  with  the  ballpark  and  other 
projects. 

□  The  document  should  identify  the  entity  responsible  for  funding  and  implementing 

mitigation  measures. 


Draft  Summary  of  Public  Comments 
CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  DEIS/DEIR 


20 


May  28,  1997 


19.  CalTrain  Citizen's  Advisory  Committee 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  the  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Supports  Townsend  South  alignment,  long-radius  tunnel,  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay 
Terminal  site  (Option  B),  TVTownsend  storage  facility,  and  full  electrification  (AC). 

20.  Coalition  for  a  One-Stop  Terminal 

□  The  JPB  should  adopt  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

□  Supports  the  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  (Option  B)  and  high  speed  rail. 

21.  Green  Future  Environmental  Club 

□  CalTrain's  ultimate  success  will  be  measured  primarily  by  its  ability  to  reduce  vehicular 
traffic  on  Bay  Area  highways  and  streets  and  its  potential  to  mitigate  the  detrimental  effects 
of  the  automobile  while,  at  the  same  time  reducing  its  own  environmental  impacts. 

□  Questions  the  advisability  of  extending  the  service  to  the  60  year  old  Transbay  Terminal 
building. 

□  CalTrain  should  be  electrified  using  direct  current. 

□  CalTrain  should  extend  service  to  Jack  London  Square  in  Oakland  as  part  of  the  Bay  Bridge 
retrofit  project. 

22.  League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Francisco 

□  There  is  no  precise  project  description.  Why  did  the  JPB  decide  to  go  ahead  with  the  DEIR 
when  they  had  no  defined  project? 

□  The  project  must  have  a  precise  location  and  boundary,  but  the  CalTrain  Extension 
Alternative  is  several  alternatives  with  several  alignments  and  boundaries. 

□  DEIR  cannot  be  considered  valid  when  the  public  will  never  have  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  locally  preferred  project.  The  preferred  project  should  be  introduced  in  the 
Draft  EIR,  not  the  Final. 

□  Based  on  the  CalTrain  Market  Demand  Study  and  the  DEIS/DEIR,  it  appears  that  increasing 
train  speeds  would  be  more  cost-effective  than  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  What  is  the  environmentally  superior  alternative?  Under  CEQA,  an  alternative  other  than 
the  No  Project  alternative  must  be  designated  as  environmentally  superior. 

□  The  description  of  the  process  for  selection  of  the  preferred  alternative  with  sub-options 
should  appear  earlier  in  the  document. 

□  The  DEIR  deals  only  with  those  businesses  that  would  be  displaced.  Given  the  long 
construction  period  and  the  removal  of  nearly  900  parking  spaces,  what  impact  will  the 
project  have  on  local  businesses?  Based  on  other  projects,  how  many  and  what  types  of 
businesses  will  fail?  It  is  unlikely  that  the  mitigation  measures  can  adequately  respond  to 
all  project  area  businesses  and  some  will  likely  fail. 

□  Is  the  identified  "perceived  lack  of  security  at  the  existing  CalTrain  station  during  the  Winter 
months"  reality?  Statistics  should  be  provided  regarding  actual  criminal  activity  and 
comparisons  with  other  stations  in  the  region. 
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□  Statistics  regarding  commute  patterns  into  San  Francisco  (i.e.,  61  percent  of  SF  residents 
commute  by  transit;  55  percent  of  East  bay  commuters  to  SF  travel  by  transit)  seem 
extremely  high.  What  are  MTC's  or  ABAG's  numbers?  Why  were  MTC  or  ABAG 
numbers  not  used?  What  are  the  statistics  regarding  reverse  commuting  from  San  Francisco? 

□  Why  is  the  traffic  study  area  limited  to  the  proposed  alignment  of  the  extension?  Impacts 
of  construction  on  traffic  will  occur  outside  of  this  area.  The  traffic  study  area  should  be 
increased  to  include  Market,  6th,  Townsend  and  2nd. 

□  Noise  and  vibration  projects  are  shown  for  40  to  50  mph  train  speeds.  Will  trains  travel  this 
fast  after  they  enter  San  Francisco?  What  would  be  the  impact  at  lower  speeds? 

23.  League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County 

□  Supports  selection  of  a  LP  A,  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension,  and  preparation  of  a  Final 

EIS/EIR. 

□  Supports  convenient  intermodal  connections  and  notes  that  CalTrain  needs  to  be  faster,  more 
frequent,  and  more  efficient. 

□  Supports  full  system  electrification. 

□  Supports  accommodation  of  high  speed  rail. 

□  Right-of-way  should  be  protected  for  the  Extension. 

□  "No  Build"  Alternative  should  include  system  electrification. 

□  There  is  no  precise  project  description. 

□  The  project,  traffic,  and  parking  study  areas  are  not  the  same,  making  it  difficult  to  evaluate 
cumulative  impacts.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  state  whether  other  projects  will  be  under  construction  at  the  time 
of  construction  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  The  DEIS/DEIR  needs  to  provide  more  information  and  analysis  regarding:  hazardous 
materials,  energy,  safety  and  security,  noise  and  vibration,  air  quality,  parking  impacts  and 
need,  and  impacts  to  businesses. 

□  Alternative  strategies  (e.g.  improved  bus  transit,  TDM)  should  be  considered  to  parking  lot 
expansions. 

□  The  financial  analysis  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  is  confusing  and  incomplete. 

□  Hopeful  that  MTC  will  honor  its  Resolution  1 876  commitments  to  the  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension.  (League  of  Women  Voters  of  San  Mateo  County) 

24.  Peninsula  Rail  2000 

□  Supports  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Supports  near-term  system-wide  electrification,  especially  if  the  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension  is  phased  or  postponed. 

□  With  political  support,  funding  problems  would  disappear. 

□  Ridership  numbers  are  understated.  Ridership  studies  should  be  redone  with  faulty 
assumptions  rectified. 
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□  Supports  Townsend  South  Side  Option;  long-radius  tunnel;  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay 
Terminal  site  (Option  B);  TVTownsend  storage  facility;  and  full  system  electrification  (25 
KV  AC). 

□  Electrification  and  signaling  costs  are  overstated. 

□  Comparison  of  BART  SFO/Millbrae  and  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  projects  has 
plagued  efforts  to  secure  funding  for  the  CalTrain  project. 

□  Frustrated  that  BART  is  capable  of  using  politics  rather  than  efficiencies  and  cost- 
effectiveness  as  de-facto  criteria  for  public  transit. 

25.  Regional  Alliance  for  Transit  (RAFT) 

□  Supports  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Ridership  projection  is  too  low  and  should  be  re-evaluated. 

□  Project  costs  have  been  inflated  by  using  incorrect  computation,  using  non-downtown 
extension  items,  and  adding  items  that  should  be  built  before  the  extension. 

□  Electrification  should  be  a  separate  project. 

□  Rolling  stock  should  be  excluded  when  detennining  contingency,  engineering,  and 
management  costs. 

□  Station  and  track  improvements  should  not  be  included  in  the  Extension  costs. 

□  Full  electrification  would  cost  only  $164  million. 

□  Full  electrification  and  system  upgrades  will  materially  change  the  image  and  usage  of 
CalTrain. 

□  114  and  192  trains  per  day  should  be  evaluated. 

□  Prefers  Townsend  South  Side  Option;  long-radius  tunnel;  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay 
Terminal  site  (Option  B);  T^/Townsend  storage  facility;  and  full  electrification. 

26.  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Supports  a  new  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  (Option  B).  Suggests  income- 
producing  terminal  operations  and  joint  development  of  a  combined  train  and  bus  facility  at 
the  Transbay  Terminal  site.  Has  worked  in  other  cities. 

□  Supports  system  electrification. 

□  Energy  consumption  calculations  for  electric  and  diesel  modes  are  in  error.  Power  plants 
operate  at  efficiencies  higher  than  35  percent.  Electric  propulsion  is  more  energy'  efficient 
than  diesel  propulsion. 

□  Alternative  terminal  designs  should  be  graphically  depicted  equally. 

□  Effects  on  the  ridership  of  other  regional  transit  agencies  (particularly  AC  Transit)  of  the 
various  temiinal  alternatives  should  be  analyzed. 

□  The  effects  of  1 14  and  158  trains  per  day  (used  in  prior  studies)  should  be  analyzed. 

□  It  does  not  seem  reasonable  that  more  vehicles  would  be  on  selected  streets  under  the  build 
alternative. 
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□  The  Planning  Department  and  Redevelopment  Agencies'  statement  that  the  existing 
Transbay  Teiminal  is  a  barrier  to  development  in  the  Mission  Street  Corridor  and  South  of 
Market  Area  is  subjective. 

3  Design/construction  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  should  be  coordinated  with  any 
development  proposed  by  Catellus  on  the  blocks  bounded  by  3rd,  4th,  Townsend,  and  King. 

□  Locomotives  will  have  to  be  replaced  regardless  of  whether  the  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension  is  built,  and  only  incremental  costs  should  be  included  for  the  Extension. 

□  Contingency/project  reserve  percentages  vary  among  capital  cost  tables  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 

27.      Sierra  Club  (San  Francisco  Group) 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  the  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Supports  the  Townsend  South  Side  Option,  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site 
(Option  B),  TVTownsend  storage  facility,  and  electrification  (although  electrification  from 
San  Jose  to  Gilroy  should  be  deferred  until  completion  of  the  Downtown  Extension  and 
funds  become  available). 

3  Can  accept  the  short-radius  tunnel  given  that  it  minimizes  construction  risk.  If  this  risk  is 
overstated,  then  the  long-radius  tunnel  is  cheaper  and  should  provide  a  faster  ride  and  lower 
operating  costs. 

□  Locomotives  will  not  be  purchased  until  diesels  are  at  the  end  of  their  useful  life,  so  capital 
costs  for  the  locomotives  should  not  be  a  project  cost. 

□  Operating  revenue  increases  from  increased  ridership  should  be  shown  for  increased 
CalTrain  service  levels  (86  trains/day)  and  assuming  BART  is  not  extended  to  Millbrae. 

□  Operating  cost  savings  for  transit  systems  should  be  tabulated,  summarized,  and  shown  as 
added  benefits  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  The  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension  will  siphon  off  most  of  the  new  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension  ridership  increase  because  of  the  BART  Extension's  projected  earlier  completion. 
Ridership  for  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  should  be  calculated  assuming  that  BART 
stops  at  Colma  or  is  only  extended  to  San  Bruno. 

□  The  projected  future  modal  split  on  the  Peninsula  is  understated.  Other  studies  show  a  larger 
increase  in  ridership  with  a  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  Land  acquisition,  construction,  and  total  cost  for  each  proposed  parking  lot  expansion  should 
be  provided.  It  seems  unfair  for  the  general  public  to  subsidize  the  40  percent  of  the 
CalTrain  riders  who  use  parking. 

□  Supports  use  of  all  proposed  funding  sources,  particularly  the  regional  gas  tax.  CalTrain 
should  schedule  construction  segments  as  soon  as  funding  sources  are  identified. 

□  CalTrain  should  actively  lobby  for  funds  that  may  not  be  available  to  BART. 

□  Staged  construction  should  occur  in  the  following  order:  (1)  electrification  from  San  Jose  to 
the  current  terminal,  (2)  replacement  of  diesel  with  electric  locomotives,  (3)  construction  of 
replacement  terminal  (funded  by  others),  (4)  construction  of  the  CalTrain  underground 
terminal,  (5)  construction  of  the  Downtown  Extension,  (6)  parking  lot  expansions, 
(7)  electrification  to  Gilroy,  (8)  purchase  of  more  cars  and  locomotives,  and  (9)  upgrades  for 
high  speed  rail. 
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Businesses 

28.  Berger  Nadel  &  Vanelli  representing  Artichoke  Joe's 

□  It  is  a  major  assumption  to  include  in  the  "No  Build"  Alternative  the  BART  SFO/  Millbrae 
Extension.  Funding  for  this  project  is  not  assured.  Would  like  to  know  the  implications  if 
the  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension  is  not  built,  or  is  built  with  a  tenriinus  at  San  Bruno. 

□  Prefers  Townsend  South  Side  Option,  long-radius  tunnel,  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay 
Terminal  site  (Option  B),  TVTownsend  storage  facility,  and  full  electrification. 

□  Concerned  that  CalTrain  ridership  is  understated  and  not  properly  compared  to  the  main  rival 
project,  the  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension.  Recommends  that  an  attempt  be  made  to 
prepare  a  meaningful  ridership  comparison  for  the  two  extension.  (Berger  Nadel  &  Vanelli 
representing  Artichoke  Joe's) 

□  As  a  standard  gauge  rail  system,  CalTrain  can  be  readily  connected  to  other  rail  systems, 
including  high  speed  rail. 

29.  Catellus 

□  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  North  of  China  Basin 
Survey  area  and  Preliminary  Plan  in  1996,  and  preparation  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is 
underway.  The  plan  excludes  the  China  Basin  Building  and  CalTrain  station  and  calls  for 
development  of  65  acres  north  of  the  Channel  between  3rd  and  7th  Street,  including  3,000 
rental  and  for-sale  housing  units  and  600,000  square  feet  of  urban  entertainment  retail  / 
commercial  space. 

□  For  south  of  China  Basin  Channel,  the  general  parameters  of  a  conceptual  program  have  been 
established  and  form  the  basis  for  negotiations  between  the  City  of  San  Francisco  and 
Catellus.  Negotiations  also  are  occurring  between  Catellus  and  the  University  of  California 
San  Francisco  for  a  site  for  UC  expansion.  The  proposed  development  plan  includes  a  43 
acre  UCSF  campus,  5  million  square  feet  of  research  and  development  biotech  and  office 
uses,  3,000  units  of  rental  and  for-sale  housing,  250,000  square  feet  of  neighborhood  serving 
commercial  and  entertainment  retail  uses,  open  space  and  a  500  room  hotel. 

□  Townsend  South  and  Center  options  will  constrain  Catellus'  future  development 
opportunities  between  4th  and  6th  streets.  Block  widths  would  be  reduced  by  50  to  75  feet. 
Frontage  access  to  Townsend  Street  would  not  be  possible  under  the  Townsend  South  Side 
Option. 

□  The  proposed  ^/Owens  Street  storage  facility  location  would  conflict  with  the  proposed 
research  and  development  biotech  and  office  uses  around  the  proposed  UCSF  campus. 

□  The  multiple  at-grade  CalTrain  tracks  at  Berry  Street  would  complicate  vehicular  signals  at 
this  location. 

□  The  CalTrain  tracks  between  4th  and  5th  would  inhibit  use  of  Catellus  property. 
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□  The  assumption  that  more  than  1/3  of  the  San  Francisco  commuters  will  transfer  to  BART 
at  Millbrae  appears  exaggerated,  since  time  and  cost  to  downtown  via  BART  will  be 
substantially  greater  than  by  CalTrain. 

□  Pedestrian  activity  from  the  off-loading  of  7-car  trains  with  1,000  passengers  every  six 
minutes  during  the  morning  peak  will  have  an  impact  on  the  surrounding  sidewalks. 

□  The  EIR  should  be  substantially  revised  and  edited. 

33.  Charlie  Cameron 

□  Supports  AC  Transit's  position. 

34.  Joe  Cascone 

□  The  new  CalTrain  stations  should  provide  for  bicycle  access. 

35.  Jim  Chambers 

□  Opposes  ceasing  use  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  for  bus  transportation  from  the  East  Bay. 
Funding  is  not  available  for  bus  teraiinal  replacement. 

36.  Gregory  T.  Fieldson 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  the  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Prefers  Townsend  South  alignment,  long-radius  tunnel,  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Temiinal 
site  (Option  B),  T'VTownsend  storage  facility,  and  full  electrification. 

37.  Jamey  Frank 

□  Supports  both  CalTrain  and  BART  SFO/Millbrae  extensions.  CalTrain  and  BART 
SFO/Millbrae  extension  schedules  should  be  coordinated. 

□  Supports  CalTrain  electrification. 

□  Doesn't  plan  on  riding  Muni  Metro  Extension  to  CalTrain  Station.  Only  one  Muni  Metro 
train  will  go  there,  and  another  transfer  would  be  required  at  the  Embarcadero  Station. 

□  22nd  Street  CalTrain  station  needs  improvement  (e.g.,  benches). 

38.  Sylvia  M.  Gregory 

□  Supports  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Ridership  should  be  reevaluated  by  a  disinterested  third  party  away  from  the  Bay  Area.  Prior 
studies  have  shown  higher  ridership.  Ridership  should  be  examined  over  a  wide  range  of 
operating  frequencies  and  mix  of  services  (e.g.,  frequencies  of  BART). 

□  Prefers  Townsend  South  Side  Option,  long-radius  tunnel,  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay 
Terminal  site  (Option  B),  T'VTownsend  storage  facility,  and  full  electrification. 

□  Locomotive  replacement  should  not  be  included  as  capital  cost  for  the  CalTrain  Downtown 
Extension. 

□  Baseline  project  should  not  include  costs  of  peninsula  parking  lot  expansions.  These  funds 
should  be  used  for  electrification  and  bus  system  integration  with  CalTrain. 
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39.  Tom  Harriman 

□  The  new  CalTrain  terminal  should  provide  for  bicycle  access. 

40.  John  Hirten 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension.  Is  essential  for  a  high  speed  rail  link. 

41.  Stan  Horn 

□  Is  it  possible  to  order  rail  cars  that  would  operate  on  CalTrain,  Muni,  and  San  Jose  tracks, 
thus  eliminating  construction  costs  for  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension? 

42.  John  Hugunin 

□  Is  the  JPB  evaluating  the  use  of  public/private  partnership  to  exploit  development  potential? 
Could  be  a  source  of  funding. 

43.  Janice  Jackson 

□  Supports  extension  of  CalTrain  to  a  central  location,  but  why  is  the  Transbay  Terminal  being 
moved?  Building  a  new  terminal  is  more  costly  than  earthquake  retrofitting.  The  current 
terminal  allows  for  quick  access  to  the  Bay  Bridge  and  avoids  street  traffic  gridlock. 

□  Concerned  that  the  needs  of  the  transbay  bus  riders  are  being  neglected.  Rides  transbay  bus 

to  work. 

44.  C.  Philip  Jacques 

□  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  is  wrong.  CalTrain  should  be  replaced  by  a  single 
modem  commuter  system.  BART  should  be  extended  to  link  all  cities  around  the  bay.  Plans 
exist  to  extend  San  Francisco's  Muni  Metro  from  the  Embarcadero  to  the  present  CalTrain 
terminal.  A  high-speed,  long  distance  rail  system  in  California  is  unrealistic. 

45.  Michael  Kiesling 

□  Supports  Townsend  South  Side  Option,  long-radius  tunnel,  bus  facility  at  Transbay  Tenninal 
site  (Option  B),  T^/Townsend  storage  facility,  and  full  electrification. 

□  Proposes  additional  options  with:  (1)  transition  to  depressed  trainway  between  4th  and  5th 
streets,  a  Mission  Bay  station  depressed  between  3rd  and  4th  streets  (providing  a  station  within 
one  block  of  the  new  ballpark),  and  (2)  an  aerial  CalTrain  and  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay 
Terminal  site  (which  would  allow  for  a  comparison  of  costs  between  underground  and 
aerial). 

□  The  JPB  should  evaluate  1 14  and  192  trains  per  day  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Significantly  greater  parking  capacity  (e.g.,  garages)  should  be  investigated  at  key  peninsula 

stations. 

□  Future  land  use  and  possible  developments  (e.g.,  housing)  should  be  investigated  for  station 

areas. 

□  The  JPB  should  investigate  the  use  of  local  funds  for  near-term  electrification  and  system 
upgrades,  including  station  improvements. 
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□  The  JPB  should  work  with  the  State  High  Speed  Rail  Commission  to  ensure  that  the 
downtown  terminal  can  accommodate  high-speed  rail. 

□  The  Main/Beale  bus  facility  site  is  unacceptable  from  a  transit  standpoint  The  site  is  more 
distance  for  users  and  the  advantages  of  a  combined  bus  and  train  terminal  are  lost.  One  site 
for  both  facilities  allows  for  the  sale  and/or  use  of  the  Main/Beale  site. 

46.  Rachel  V.  Leiterman 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR 

□  Supports  full  system  electrification,  regardless  of  the  fate  of  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

47.  David  Ligon 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  the  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Prefers  Townsend  South  alignment,  long-radius  tunnel,  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal 
site  (Option  B),  TVTownsend  storage  facility,  and  full  electrification. 

48.  Stephen  Loane 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

49.  Michael  Ludwig 

□  Supports  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  terminal  station  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site.. 

□  The  "No  Build"  Alternative  will  adversely  affect  air  quality,  which  should  be  noted  in  the 
Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Speeds  associated  with  the  tunnel  curve  options  do  not  appear  to  be  logical. 

□  Prefers  Townsend  South  alignment,  long-radius  tunnel  (so  long  as  tunnel  is  built  safely),  bus 
facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  (Option  B  —  with  Main/Beale  Option  A  as  second 
choice),  T^/Townsend  storage  facility,  and  full  electrification  (with  dual  mode  as  second 
choice). 

50.  Howard  Meyerson 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  the  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Prefers  Townsend  South  alignment,  long-radius  tunnel,  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal 
site  (Option  B),  T^/Townsend  storage  facility,  and  full  electrification. 

51.  Clem  Molony 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

52.  John  F.  Munro 

□  Prefers  Townsend  subway  (no  grade  crossings  required),  long-radius  tunnel  (with  maximum 
speed  and  minimum  wheel  and  rail  wear),  T'VTownsend  storage  facility,  and  full  system 
electrification  (25  KV). 

□  The  new  bus  facility  (and  CalTrain)  should  be  at  the  Ferry  Building. 
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53.  Michael  Rothenberg  and  Michael  Murphy 

□  New  CalTrain  terminal  at  Mission  and  First  Streets  is  expensive  and  cost-ineffective.  The 
JPB  needs  to  consider  lower  cost  options. 

□  Ridership  gains  from  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  are  very  low,  especially  when 
compared  to  very  high  costs.  The  JPB  should  consider  joining  the  CalTrain  and  Muni  Metro 
tracks,  electrifying  the  peninsula  line,  and  purchasing  new  Muni-Metro-compatible  light  rail 
vehicles  that  could  travel  between  the  San  Francisco  peninsula  and  downtown  San  Francisco. 

54.  Eric  P.  Scott 

□  Supports  full  system  electrification. 

□  Does  not  see  any  significant  advantage  in  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension,  given  the  Muni 
Metro  Extension. 

55.  Noam  A.  Shendar 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR 

□  Supports  full  system  electrification,  regardless  of  fate  of  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

56.  David  Sielaff 

□  Question:  What  are  ridership  statistics  for  Mission  Bay/Ballpark  station? 

□  Question:  Does  Townsend  Street  surface  route  affect  travel  time? 

□  Question:  Is  an  underground  Mission  Bay/Ballpark  station  with  the  Townsend  Subway 
Option  feasible?  If  so,  Townsend  Subway  Option  would  be  preferable. 

□  Prefers  long-radius  tunnel;  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  (Option  B);  7th/ 
Townsend  storage  facility,  full  system  electrification. 

□  Surface  bus  facility  is  unacceptable.  Bus  facility  decision  should  take  into  account:  operating 
costs  for  transit  providers,  and  the  effects  transit  (including  bus)  ridership  and  travel  times. 

57.  Peggy'  Silva 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

58.  Michael  Smith 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  The  JPB  needs  to  fight  for  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension,  or  CalTrain  will  fall  behind 
BART  as  it  is  extended,  causing  CalTrain  to  receive  even  fewer  resources. 

59.  Axel  Vogt 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  There  are  too  many  transit  agencies  in  the  Bay  Area.  Agencies  should  be  consolidated  and 
a  Bay  Area  regional  plan  prepared. 
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60.  Paul  Wilcox-Baker 

□  Prefers  long-radius  tunnel,  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  (Option  B), 
TVTownsend  storage  facility,  and  full  system  electrification. 

61.  Vaughn  R.  Wolfie 

□  Supports  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  The  ridership  numbers  are  a  product  of  highly  restricted  set  of  preconceived  assumptions. 
Agencies  involved  have  used  these  results  to  diminish  the  project's  importance. 
Infrastructure  improvements  being  costed  provide  significantly  greater  potential  than  those 
suggested  in  the  operating  scenarios  used  in  the  modeling. 

□  The  analysis  of  propulsion  capital  and  operating  costs  present  numbers  that  need  more 
explanation.  Tunnel  operation  costs  apply  to  all  modes  and  do  not  distinguish  among  the 
propulsion  options. 

□  Fewer  electric  locomotives  are  needed  to  provide  same  level  of  service  of  diesel  or  dual 
mode  locomotives.  Contingency  costs  should  not  be  applied  to  electric  locomotives.  Capital 
costs  for  electrification  signaling  are  overstated. 

□  Operating  costs  for  electric  locomotives  are  overstated,  e.g.,  reduced  costs  for  power  are 
possible,  and  electric  locomotives  are  lighter  requiring  less  track  maintenance.  The  capital 
investment  in  electric  locomotives  can  be  recovered  from  operating  cost  reductions. 

Individuals  —  Comments  at  Public  Hearing  (  in  the  order  of  testimony  provided) 

62.  Dave  Massen 

□  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  newsletters  have  been  clear  and  informative. 

□  Completion  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  will  be  a  significant  step  toward  a  more 
sustainable  transportation  system. 

□  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  will  reduce  C02  output  and  global  warming. 

□  System  electrification  will  result  in  significant  time  savings  for  most  station-to-station  pairs. 

63.  Andrew  Manturoff 

□  Supports  system  electrification. 

□  Trains  will  not  be  able  to  travel  fast  through  the  three  sharp  curves. 

□  Should  consider  routes  along  3rd  Street  or  The  Embarcadero. 

□  Can  the  current  design  accommodate  high-speed  rail  or  magnetic  trains  without  major 
reconstruction? 

64.  David  Varnum 

□  Quality  of  life  is  degraded  by  too  many  cars  and  therefore  supports  project. 

□  Supports  long-radius  tunnel,  full  electrification,  T^/Townsend  storage  facility,  and  bus 
facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  (Option  B). 

O        Supports  regional  gas  tax.  (D.  Varnum) 
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65.  Norman  Rolfe 

□  (See  letter  #26,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow). 

66.  Reg  Stocking 

□  Train  and  bus  terminal  should  be  combined  at  Transbay  Terminal  site. 

□  Suggest  income-producing  terminal  operations  and  joint  development  of  combined  train  and 
bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Tenninal  site.  This  has  worked  in  other  cities. 

□  Elevated  bus  ramps  to  the  Bay  Bridge  can  be  added  at  a  later  date  if  needed. 

□  The  pedestrian  tunnel  between  the  CalTrain  terminal  and  the  BART/Muni  Metro 
Embarcadero  Station  can  be  added  at  a  later  date  if  needed. 

□  A  station  is  needed  at  Mission  Bay  and  the  ballpark. 

□  Supports  long-radius  tunnel  and  full  electrification. 

□  Suggests  three  tracks  in  the  tunnel,  but  for  sure  on  the  surface. 

□  Space  should  be  provided  for  high  speed  rail. 

67.  Jackie  Sachs 

□  Supports  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  Construction  of  various  projects  could  occur  at  the  same  time  —  BART  SFO/Millbrae 
Extension,  3rd  Street  light  rail,  ballpark,  UCSF  campus,  and  CalTrain  Extension. 

68.  Bruce  Balshone 

□  (See  letter  #20,  Coalition  for  a  One-Stop  Terminal) 

69.  Paul  Marcelin 

3  $615  million  for  a  1.3-mile  extension  is  ridiculous.  The  manual  CalTrain  fare  collection 
system  limits  regional  system  integration  and  connectivity.  Funds  should  be  spend  on  that 
problem  first.  The  proposed  Extension  does  not  improve  connectivity,  and  misses  the  3rd 
Street  light  rail  and  light  rail  on  the  Embarcadero.  Travel  time  savings  are  only  7  to  10 

minutes.  The  JPB  should  look  at  other  cities. 

□  The  current  CalTrain  system  should  be  improved. 

□  The  gas  tax  proposal  is  unrealistic. 

□  Should  consider  use  of  the  CalTrain  right-of-way  for  a  busway,  with  door-to-door,  express, 
and  regular  daily  bus  service,  which  can  run  on  city  streets. 

70.  Jim  Chambers 

□  The  proposed  bus  facility  options  are  flawed.  No  adequate  funding  has  been  identified,  and 
the  options  entail  increased  operating  costs  for  AC  Transit  with  fewer  ramps,  surface 
transportation,  etc.  The  options  do  not  mesh  with  San  Francisco's  current  proposed  location. 

□  The  current  Transbay  Terminal  should  be  earthquake  retrofitted. 
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71.      Eric  Scott 

□        (See  letter  #54) 


72.  Michael  Alexander  (Chair  of  SPUR  Transbay  Area  Task  Force) 

□  Project  graphics  and  presentation  have  been  superb. 

□  Supports  the  Townsend  South  Side  Option  and  the  T^/Townsend  storage  facility. 

□  Supports  the  short  radius  tunnel,  given  that  it  is  likely  to  generate  less  opposition. 

□  Supports  the  bus  facility  at  Main/Beale.  Would  free  Ist  and  Fremont  streets  for  the 
automobile  and  would  make  Main  and  Beale  into  transit-preferred  streets.  The  head  end  of 
the  two  facilities  would  be  connected. 

□  Questions  the  underground  walkway  to  BART/Muni  Metro  Embarcadero  station,  given  that 
Beale  is  an  inviting  pedestrian  walkway  and  San  Francisco  has  fairly  good  weather. 

□  Supports  dual-mode  due  to  cost,  with  staged  implementation  of  full  electrification. 

□  Supports  staged  construction  of  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension,  with  initial  construction 
of  a  station  shell. 

73.  Michael  Kiesling 

□  Noted  that  he  presented  a  drawing  of  the  alignment  early  in  the  process  that  is  now  proposed. 
State  that  this  alignment  is  the  only  way  to  get  the  train  to  downtown  San  Francisco. 

□  If  something  is  not  done  now  to  preserve  the  right-of-way,  the  train  will  never  come  to 
downtown  and  there  will  never  be  improved  transportation  to  the  City  from  the  South. 
Highways  cannot  be  widened,  and  it  will  be  a  long  time  before  BART  expands  south  of 
Millbrae. 

□  JPB  should  work  closely  with  building  owners  above  long-radius  tunnels.  Staying  in  the 
middle  of  the  street  for  tunneling  does  not  preclude  problems  if  tunnel  fails. 

□  If  you  can  not  build  the  Extension  right  of  way,  start  fixing  up  the  trains. 

74.  Russell  Reagan  (representing  Peninsula  Rail  2000) 

□  (See  also  letter  #24,  Peninsula  Rail  2000) 

□  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension  is  ninning  into  difficulties  and  the  full  funding  grant 
agreement  may  not  be  coming  soon. 

75.  Paul  Wilcox-Baker 

□  (See  also  letter  #60.) 

□  Should  be  possible  to  develop  income-generating  real  estate  above  the  train  and  bus  terminal, 

76.  Richard  Mlynarik 

□  The  right-of-way  for  the  Downtown  Extension  should  be  preserved  by  whatever  means. 

□  System  should  be  electrified  with  25  KV  AC  and  the  full  system  upgraded. 

□  JPB  should  explore  creative  financing. 

□  Would  like  to  see  cost  effectiveness  comparisons,  especially  compared  to  BART  extensior 
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77.  Vaughn  W'olffe 

□  (See  also  letter  #61) 

□  Electrification  costs  are  flawed. 

□  Substation  spacing  does  not  make  sense. 

□  Headways  rather  than  number  of  trains  should  be  used,  given  that  the  models  are  sensitive 
to  headways. 

□  Prefers  T^/Townsend  storage  facility,  particularly  given  that  ^^Owens  yard  would  be 
under  a  freeway  and  a  tanker  spill  from  freeway  could  disable  the  facility. 

□  CalTrain  at  its  fullest  potential  would  be  far  better  than  anything  BART  had  ever  imagined 
both  in  capacity,  speed,  and  ability  to  reach  the  people  that  need  service. 

78.  Bill  Graziano 

□  Surface  train  on  or  near  Townsend  is  not  compatible  with  Mission  Bay  residential 
development.  Suggests  Townsend  Subway  is  preferable. 

□  Parking  should  be  provided  at  CalTrain  stations  in  San  Francisco. 

n  Bond  money  for  high-speed  rail,  once  available,  could  be  used  for  funding  of  the  CalTrain 
Downtown  Extension. 

79.  Tom  Radulovich  (BART  Board  Director) 

□  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  is  the  most  important  project  that  we  have.  It  will  link  the 
two  major  downtowns  in  the  Bay  Area  with  other  activity  centers  and  undeveloped  land  and 
will  provide  a  terminus  for  high  speed  rail. 

□  Prefers  Townsend  South  alignment,  but  bring  the  train  below  grade  (but  not  underground  -- 
retained  cut)  to  allow  for  a  street  crossing  at  5th  and  6th.  Then  bring  the  Mission  Bay/ 
Ballpark  station  closer  to  4th  Street. 

□  Prefers  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  (Option  B)  and  full  electrification. 

□  The  JPB  should  look  at  low-floor  vehicles. 

□  Project  should  be  built  using  funds  from  developers  based  on  the  difference  in  what  could 
be  built  before  and  after  the  project. 

□  Extension  would  make  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension  work  better,  e.g.,  provides  for  easier 
reverse  (southbound  in  morning)  commute,  and  provides  for  a  transit  solution  (as  opposed 
to  parking)  at  the  south  end  of  the  BART  Extension  in  Millbrae. 

80.  David  Garcia 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  Prefers  Townsend  surface  (Center  or  South)  Option  and  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Teirninal 

site  (Option  B). 

81.  David  Ransom 

□  Commends  CalTrain  for  making  bicycles  feasible  and  part  of  the  system.  Also  BART. 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 
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□  Streets  and  freeway  ramps  in  the  7th  and  Townsend  area  are  changing,  bringing  traffic  to 
King  and  the  Embarcadero.  Mission  Bay  station  and  the  CalTrain  Extension  will  interfere 
with  this  traffic. 

□  Mission  Bay  station  should  be  between  3rd  and  4th  underground. 

82.  Jerry  Grace 

□  Have  AC  Transit  and  Golden  Gate  been  involved  in  the  development  of  the  proposed 
Extension? 

83.  Kenneth  Scheidig  (general  counsel  for  AC  Transit) 

□  (See  also  letter  #8) 

□  It  is  the  position  of  the  AC  Transit  Board  of  Directors  that  the  Transbay  Terminal  should  stay 
where  it  is,  and  AC  Transit  should  continue  to  use  that  location.  Whether  the  building  stays 
is  another  question,  but  the  site  has  been  determined  as  the  best  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 

□  The  EIS  has  been  prepared  by  CalTrain  to  justify  the  location  of  CalTrain  somewhere  in 
downtown.  AC  Transit  is  concerned  about  the  short  shrift  given  to  any  impacts  upon  the  bus 
system,  and  the  legal  adequacy  of  the  EIS/EIR.  Because  it  is  an  EIS,  the  document  must  also 
discuss  social  and  economic  impacts  on  AC  Transit  and  its  riders. 

□  The  alternatives  discussed  in  the  EIS/EIR  for  a  bus  facility  are  not  consistent  with  the 
discussion  that  have  occurred  before  the  Planning  Commission  and  Redevelopment  Agency 
for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  so  the  document  cannot  be  used  to  justify  current 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  actions. 

□  30,000  people  a  day  use  the  Transbay  Terminal,  about  a  third  from  AC  Transit  buses,  and 
there  is  a  genuine  and  growing  need  for  transbay  bus  services. 

□  AC  Transit  has  been  running  buses  across  Bay  Bridge  since  1960.  Trains  used  to  go  to  the 
Transbay  Terminal  prior  to  that.  Transbay  Terminal  was  built  as  part  of  Bay  Bridge  project. 
The  State  owns  the  property  and  no  one  has  declared  it  as  surplus. 

□  The  California  Transportation  Commission  says  that  before  anyone  can  take  the  Transbay 
TeiTninal  property,  it  must  be  declared  as  surplus,  it  must  be  paid  for,  and  it  must  be  stated 
that  the  property  is  going  to  be  used  for  a  public  purpose. 

□  State  Architects  Office  study  say  that  the  Transbay  Terminal  is  not  in  threat  of  falling  down, 
but  needs  retrofitting  to  meet  earthquake  and  ADA  standards. 

□  AC  Transit  parks  80  buses  on  the  bus  ramps  on  a  daily  basis. 

84.  Will  Ussery 

□  Project  should  be  viewed  within  the  context  of  future  modes  (e.g.,  magnetic  levitation)  that 
can  and  should  come  into  downtown  San  Francisco. 

□  The  funding  process  forces  a  piecemeal  evaluation  of  transportation  planning. 

□  Optimum  location  for  terminals  in  San  Francisco  is  below  (under)  Market  Street,  (e.g..  up 
7th  Street). 


Draft  Summary  of  Public  Comments 
CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  DEIS/DEIR 


35 


May  28.  199 


85.  David  Pilpel 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

3  Prefers  Townsend  South  Side  Option  with  changes  proposed  by  Tom  Radulovich  (see 
comment  #79),  long-radius  tunnel,  bus  facility  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  site  (Option  B); 
TVTownsend  storage  facility,  full  system  electrification. 

□  Ridership  counts  should  be  rerun  with  additional  frequency  factored  in. 

□  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension  may  die  of  its  own  weight,  ridership  numbers  should  be 
assuming  no  BART  Extension  to  see  what  happens. 

86.  Jim  Haas 

□  Underground  pedestrian  walkway  between  CalTrain  and  the  BART/Muni  Metro 
Embarcadero  station  needs  to  be  better  described  (e.g.,  moving  sidewalk,  etc.)  in  the 
EIS/EIR.  This  walkway  is  needed  for  better  connectivity. 

87.  William  Blackwell 

□  (See  letter  #32) 

88.  Star  Colby  (representing  the  League  of  Women  Voters  in  Santa  Clara  County) 

□  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  would  improve  transportation  connectivity  and  preserve  the 
possibility  of  high-speed  rail  to  San  Francisco. 

□  Why  is  pedestrian  walkway  to  the  BART/Muni  Metro  station  referred  to  as  an  option? 

□  Endorse  86  trains  daily.  Extended  schedules  would  improve  access  to  employment, 
hospitals,  and  other  services. 

89.  Kevin  Standlee  (representing  CalTrain  Citizens  Advisory  Committee) 

□  (See  also  letter  #19) 

□  Made  the  following  comments  representing  himself:  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension 
ridership  numbers  are  lower  than  they  should  be.  Believes  that  the  ridership  model  is  flawed 
and  that  the  JPB  should  look  again  at  assumptions  going  into  the  model. 

90.  Dan  McNamara  (representing  Train  Riders  Association  of  California) 

□  DEIS/DEIR  is  an  excellent  report. 

□  CalTrain  may  be  only  access  to  SFO  in  the  future.  BART  SFO/Millbrae  Extension  is  facing 
problems. 

□  The  capital  cost  contingency  percentages  are  inconsistent  between  the  BART  SFO/Millbrae 
document  and  the  CalTrain  DEIS/DEIR. 

□  Given  that  they  have  to  be  replaced  anyway.  Locomotives  should  not  be  part  of  the  project 
costs. 

□  High  speed  rail  may  be  a  funding  source  in  the  future. 

□  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  ridership  numbers  are  lower  than  they  should  be.  Other 
studies  show  a  larger  increase  in  ridership  with  an  extension.  The  JPB  should  look  again  at 

the  ridership  numbers. 
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91.  Rene  Marxhheimer 

□  Project  construction  needs  to  be  carefully  supervised  and  monitored. 

92.  Irvin  Dawid 

□  Supports  the  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension. 

□  Supports  full-system  electrification,  regardless  of  whether  the  extension  is  built. 

□  San  Francisco  would  gain  economically  from  this  project,  yet  is  the  least  willing  to  fund. 

□  Transit  agencies  should  not  be  in  the  business  of  funding  or  building  parking  for 
automobiles. 

93.  Adrian  Brandt  (representing  Peninsula  Rail  2000) 

□  (see  also  letter  #24) 

□  Locomotive  replacement  should  not  be  part  of  the  project  costs. 

94.  Bo  Links  (representing  Artichoke  Joe's) 

□  (see  letter  #28) 

□  Have  a  once  in  a  lifetime  chance  to  create  in  San  Francisco  the  greatest  intermodal 
connection  in  the  world. 

95.  Scott  Mace 

□  Bicycle  riders  could  represent  sizable  ridership  on  CalTrain,  removing  air  pollution  from 
cold  starts.  The  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  should  be  built  and  should  be  bicycle 
friendly. 

96.  Jeffrey  Carter 

□  Supports  CalTrain  Downtown  Extension  and  preparation  of  a  Final  EIS/EIR. 

□  Suggests  that  there  are  problems  or  flaws  with  the  modeling,  and  presented  a  copy  of  a  Study 
called  Peninsula  Mass  Transit  Study  as  evidence.  Requested  that  more  study  be  done  on  the 
modeling  and  ridership  numbers. 

C.       COMPLETE  SET  OF  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 

(Provided  under  separate  cover) 
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